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THB RIGHT HONOURABLE 

THE EARL OF LIVERPOOL, 

vtBST LOfiD ceminsieMBm of Tsft rwMABvmtj 
SfC. S^. SfC 

My Lord, 



1 HAVE scrupulously forborne 
to ask Your Lordship's permission to dedicate 
this book to you, because it is in a great 
degree controversial; for though I have not 
the smallest doubt of Your Lordship's perfieot 
atUchm^fit to the Church whose doctrines I 
defend^ I can liave no right to make you a 
party in the dififMte. 

The 
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DEDICATION. 

The First Edition of the work, I hope I 
may now be allowed to tell Your Lordship, 
without incurring the imputation of vanity, 
has been noticed and approved by learned 
persons, far beyond my expectations ; and 
therefore I trust, as a mere testimony of 
respect ?tnd gratitude, which is all that I 
intend by prefixing Your Lordship's Name 
to it, this Second Edition may not be alto- 
gether imworthy your acceptance. 

The Appointment conferred on me by His 
Boyal Highness the Prince Regent, through 
Your Lordship's particular interposition, while 
the work was passing through the press, in 
renewing my connection with the University 
of Oxford, is highly gratifying to my feelings. 

Not being personally known to Your Lc*d- 
ship at the time, I can only refer what has 
taken place to considerations of a puUic 

nature, 
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DEDICATION. 

nature, and shall therefore hope, that this 
mode of acknowledging yonr kindness, may 
appear to the world in general, the most 
appropriate return I could make, as being 
connected at all events with those studies and 
pursuits, which can alone have thus recom- 
mended me to Your Lordship*s Notice. 

I have the Honor to be. 
My Lord, 
With great respect and gratitude, 

Your Lordship's 
Most obliged and obedient Servant, 
Edward Nares. 



Rectory, Biddenden, Kent, 
MaylU 1814. 
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INTRODUCTION 

TO f HB^ 

SECOND EDITION. 



npHE first Edition of this Work appeared in the yeatr 
1810. The Introduction to that Edition, now re- 
published with very few alterations, gives a true state- 
ilient oi the motives by which I was then actuated, as 
well as of the particular circumetances under which it 
was fir^ sent to the Press*. At that time the Irr^roved 
Version had been but little noticed ; the strictures up<ai 
it in the Quarterly and Eclectic Reviews, being, to the 
best of my belief, all that had previously appeared 
upon the subject. 

As my present Title Page and Deldication will an- 
nounce some change in my circumstances since the 
first edition was published, in order to obviate mistakes, 
it may be proper to observe, that it has so recently 
happened, that whatever appears in my former intro- 
duction, or in the work itself, of the local disadvan- 
tages under which I have laboured in preparing for 
the press what I have made public, may well remaih 
a 4 as 
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viii Introduction to the Second Edition. 

as it is. My constant resTdence has been to this day 
in a most retired country village, far from all public 
Ebraries, or other literary assistances ; my book is still, 
therefore, merely the fruit of very limited researches 
and casiral reading. 

It is true, I have been careful to examine in the 
interval that has passed since my book first went to= 
the press, every subsequent work that it has been in 
my power to procure, and which seemed to bear par- 
ticularly on the question. To several of the learned- 
authors I am much indebted for the present of their 
works, and to all of them for the honourable men- 
tion made of my own labours in the same line. 
That such references as I have had occasion to 
make to some of these writings in the present Edition 
may be the better understood ; and as it cannot £ail 
to be of importance to note what has been expressly 
written upon the subject in the course of the last 
four years, I shall briefly mention the principal 
works of thi& nature ^x^ch have come to my know- 
ledge^ 

The first work that appeared after the publication 
of my own book, was one of great importance, and 
which attracted considerable notice, under the title 
of " Animadversions on the Unitarian Translation 
or Improved Version of the New Testament, by a 
Student in Divinity,** now known,. I believe, gene- 
rally to have been the Reverend Mr. Rennell ; the 
karaed son of a learned father, the very Reverend 
the Dean of Winchester. This appeared early in the 

year 
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year 1811, and was soon followed by the " Critical 
Reflections upon some important Misrepresentations 
cc^tained in the Unitarian Version of the New Testa- 
ment, by the learned Dr.Laurence^ Rector of Mersham, 
Kent ;" a publication deserving the greatest attention. 

In 181 2 the third Edition of the celebrated work 
on Atonenient by Professor Magee, of Trinity Col- 
lege, Dublin, now Dean of Corky was published in 
2 vols, in which the corrections of the Improved 
Version are particularly considered, and at some 
length, and very ably discussed. It is probable that 
a fourth edition of this important work will very 
soon appear ; nor can I resist the opportunity of 
adding, that from the notoriously intrinsic value of 
it, a large impression has lately been taken oflf in 
America ; a sure proof, I hope I may have leave to 
say, that the doctrines of the Church of England 
are not, as some would insinuate, the mere doctrines 
of a party here^ or at all dependent as doctrines 
upon the support they receive from the spiritual 
hierarchy of /Z^/> country. To the third Edition, the 
learned author has added a very curious critique on 
" Williams's Free Enquiry into the Authenticity of 
" the Two First Chapters of Matthew;** a subject inti- 
mately connected with the peculiar sentiments of the 
Editors of the Improved Version. 

This portion of holy Scripture, as well as the 
correspondent narrative of St. Luke^ both marked as 
suspicious in the Unitarian Version, has also received 
considerable support from the very able " arguments '• 

of 
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of the excellent and venerable Dr. Belly Prebendary 
of Weftminfter, prefixed to the last Edition of hit 
learned ^^ Enquiry into the missions of John the Bap- 
tist and Jesus Christ/' 1 8 ro. 

Mr. Falconer's Bampton Lecture for the year 1 8 1 o, 
is a work to which I have had occasbn to refer upon 
one point of considerable importance ; but the whole 
work is of great moment, as immediately direfted 
against the late Mr. Evanson*s extraordinary book on 
the Gospels, and involving many questions closely 
connected with the Unitarian Controversy. 

I do not know that I have cited, though I have 
certainly been m\ich gratified by the perusal of, Mr. 
Doyley^ the Christian Advocate's Discourse on " Mo- 
dem Unitarianism,'' preached before the University of 
Cambridge in the year 1 8 r i ; as well as by Mr. Arch^ 
deacon Vince^s Primary Charge to the Clergy of the 
Archdeaconry of Bedford^ delivered in the year i8ror 
The annexed " Cautions against being misled by the 
Unitarian Interpretations of Scripture, ** are certainly 
very just and good. I should be glad if I could have 
added to these a Charge lately delivered by the very 
learned the Lord Bishop of Gloticesterj upon the same 
subject, of which I have heard much, but am appre- 
hensive it is not in the way to be published. 

A very small tract by Mr. Joseph Kinghorn^ under 
the title of " Scriptiu-al Arguments for the Divinity 
of Christ, addressed to the serious Professors of Chris- 
tianity,*' is well deserving of the notice of the public ; 

and 
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and on the subject of the " Sacrifice of Christ ; it» 
Nature, Value, and Eflicacy;** I have been much 
interested by many able remarks in a Sermon of Dr. 
John Pye Smithy preached at Mr. Burder's Meedng 
House, March 11,1813. 

I should here conclude my list of such works as 
may be said to bear immediate reference to the Im- 
proved Version ; but that while this Edition was passing 
through the press, another most learned and curious 
tract by my friend Dr. Laurence^ made its appearance, 
which may certainly be said to affect the Editors of 
that Version through thdbr great and justly celebrated 
authority, Griesbach. In noticing, however, Dr. Lau- 
rence^s work, I am equally compelled to mention the 
very laborious Review of his publication in the Bri^ 
tish Criticy New Series, Vol. L, concluded only in the 
Number for the month of April of the present year, 
and after the last sheet of my book was printed offi 
I should pay but an ill compliment to these learned 
and profound critics, were I to presume to speak of 
the exact amount of their labours, as in either case 
decisive in, regard to the points they handle. It must 
require much more time than I have been able to 
command, and very many more books than I at pre- 
sent possess, to follow them critically through thdr 
laboured and curious deductions ; but I am quite pre- 
pared to say, that I have been extremely interested by 
both. That they have combined to confirm my own 
strong suspicions, that the received text may still be 
the most genuine and authentic in regard to those few 
doctrinal passages which continue to be questioned 

and 
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and disp&ted. That, for instance, the Recensio Alex* 
andrina^ to speak technically, has probably acquired 
too great credit, at the particular expence of the By^ 
zantine ; that its origiilality or actual existence is either 
doubtful according to Dr. Laurence, or its purity more 
than suspicious according to the learned Reviewer ; 
and that in either case, of course, the mischief it may 
have occasioned is more than problematical. That new 
modes of classification may not only yet enable us to 
detect the true causes that have operated to produce 
such an apparent weight of existing evidences against 
us, but that even out of the very materials collected 
and accumulated by the indefatigable Griesbachy strong 
support may yet be given to those particular authorities, 
which have appeared to be depreciated by the parti- 
cular results of the classification of that great German 
collator and critic ; a collator and critic, however, 
whose name and reputation, I cannot forbear to add, 
will not be lost or lowered by any objections to his 
system in general. For it would appear, that he will 
ever retain, by the consent of all parties, the just feme 
of most extraordinary application, and very superior 
talents ; of a most strict integrity, and amiable libe- 
rality of mind, in a course of research and enquiry, 
stupendously intricate and fetiguing, and seldom to be 
prosecuted without some leaning or bias of passion or 
prejudice. 

It may be expected, perhaps, that I should notice 
Mr. Belsham\ book on " The Person of Christ," as 
published since my own remarks, and repeating all 
the criticisms and corrections of the Improved Ver- 
sion ; 
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sion ; of whkh also, he has commonly been reputed 
the principal Editor; but as the public must have 
been expected to understand by the very circumstance 
of these criticisms and corrections being repeated in 
the lace of my Remarks, (of which Mr. Belsham 
must have known, because they are mentioned in a 
book he cites continually,) that Mr. Belsham was not 
affected by my observations ; so I hope, this r^-pub- 
lication of my own book will be considered as a iptodi 
equally strong, that my opinions have not been affec- 
ed by any thing I have found in his " Calm Inquiry ;** 
for such is entirely the fact : besides, I feel com- 
pelled to observe, that I am not so fond of contro- 
versy as to go a step out of my way, to answer an 
opponent who will not meet me on fair, and honour- 
able, and equal terms. Mr. B.*s book has been an- 
swered by a powerful and acute writer in the British 
Critic f vol. xxxviii, and I have read with pleasure, some 
excellent remarks on it, in the Monthly Review^ New 
Series, vol. Ixviii, and indeed within these few hours, 
the very learned reply of the Lord Kshop of St. 
David's, just published in his Memorial on the Repeal 
of Statutes 9 & lo of Wm. Hid. — 18 14. 

I have also read, with considerable interest, some 
Letters to Mr. B. by Mr. William Wright formerly of 
St. John's College, Cambridge, written with the ex- 
press purpose of drawing his attention to a prior work 
<xf his fellow Collegian Mi.Wilsonj who died in 1797. 
Tfais^mall pamphlet is really of great importance, as 
tending much to invalidate the authorities on which 
Dr. Priestley rested for his proof of the prevalence and 

popularity 
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popularity of Unitarianism in the early ages ; as well 
as to support the credit of other authorities which he 
chose to dispute. Mr. Wilson and Mr. Wright conspire 
to rob him entirely even of those " simpUces " and 
" idiot^i^ whatever th^y were, whom TertuUian cer- 
tainly speaks of, as the " maj(»^ pars credetaium ;** 
though the same has certainly been hinted at bdbre^ 
I do not remember to have seen it placed in so strong 
a point of view. 

It seems, that so fer from being Unitarians^ they 
must have held and believed the doctrine <rf the full 
divinity of Christ : in feet, they were only Monarchists f 
diffident in regard to the (Bconomy^ but so assured of 
the proper Deity of Christ, as on this very account 
to confound the persons^ even of the Father and the 
Son ; which, as Tertullian contends, must imply some 
personal distinction^ Mr. B. would have done better to 
answer Mr. Wright^ than Mr. Horsley^ inasmuch as 
Dr. Priestley's credit is more at stake upon these points, 
(as Mr. Wright himself tells him,) than in regard to 
the Church at JEUa. It is the answer to Mr. Horsley, 
however, which has come to my hands, almost wet 
from the press, while engaged on this Introduction, 
that has induced me to speak ofMr. Belsham as an 
opponent who will not meet me on feir and honorable 
and equal terms. 

I am the last man in the world to call ill names, 
or to stop any person's mouth merely because he 
thinks differently from myself; and I know that I 
have credit for this among Dissenters in general. I 
have not now indeed individually, or rather parhaps 

I should 
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I should ^y, siogfyj any cause of complaint against 
Mr. B. If he tiiink me a fool for differing from 
bim^ I cannot help it ; but as I do not know that he 
has said so, I have no such cause of resentment. If 
he esteem me comparatively with himself, unlearned, 
dull» and ignorant, I am bound to bear it and forgive 
it ; but I will contend with no man, who is for cutting 
matters short by insulting the honourable odling to 
which I bdoag, and who has the audacity much more 
ihsoi to insmuate, as an express reason for his ccmi- 
tempt of our arguments, that we are all knaves upon 
princ^le, aini Jiars by profession. And what is our 
oflSence? m^ely that, not having his eyes, and his in- 
tellects, we cannot see 2«d understand just as he does ; 
but preach, and defend against him, certain doctrines, 
not more dear and precious to the members of die 
Established Church than to very many other denomi- 
nations of respectable Christians, who hold separate 
meetings, and never, except on great occasions of 
charity, publicly communicate with us. 

That I may not appear to be angry without a 
cause, I confidently refer my readers (that i% every 
truly honourable readar, by no means excepting 
Mr. Belsham's own friends) to pp. a, 4, 5, and 100, 
of Mr. Belsham*s most illiberal insinuations against us 
in hk reply to the Revccend Heneage Horsley. No 
qfeetation of tenderness for the " ^tuation of lie 
es^bli^ed clergy," at the conclusion of such a pam- 
phlet, can ever do away the foul sbndar and in^iu- 
tation he has cast on us ally of " necessarily holding 
Jhe TRUTH in aversion and abhorrence r 

Before 
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Before I conclude an Introduction, which the cir- 
cumstance above has alone rendered irksome and vm^ 
pleasant to me, I feel that I ought to mention, that I 
consider myself much obliged to many friends, (and 
to some correspondents, indeed, to whom I have not 
the honour of being known), for their suggestions in 
regard to a new and better arrangement of my original 
Remarks. In the present edition, this has been in part 
attempted; but living far from the press, and for 
other reasons upon which I need not dwell, I have 
found it absolutely impracticable to accomplish all I 
wished to do towards carrying their proposals into 
execution. To remedy, however, the principal in- 
conveniences complained of, as far as possible, I have 
been careful to provide such Indexes of Texts and 
particular passages, as may, I hope, be a considerable 
assistance. 

As I concluded my first Introduction with a quotation 
from the venerable Hooker^ most truly expressive of 
the real feelings of my heart, I shall borrow, for a con- 
^lusioa to my present Introduction, a passage from a 
contemporary writer, which will as amply and com- 
pletely express the only object I have in view, in all 
works of this nature. " Others may think them- 
selves right as well as we ; but the only way to talk 
to the purpose is, to examine the evidence in any 
controversy ; to consider not who says he is right, 
but who proves it.*' See Barwick^s last Appendix to 
his Treatise -on the Churchy second Edit. p. 2*46. 
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T AM very ready to confess, that 1 send this 
Book into the world with extreme reluctance and 
concern. Controvert as fer from being the de- 
light of my heart; but I know not how I could 
with credit refrain from the publication o£ the 
present work. Friends have been led to expect it 
of me in consequence of a hasty notice which I 
gave long ago of my intentions to come for- 
ward, and adversaries have attacked me, before 
they heard what I have to say. My Remarks 
upon the Improved Versicm^ formerly announced^ 
may, it seems, be , or not be, published. Those 
against whom they might be supposed to be 
directed, refer to them already, as a Work that may 
or may not be extant. They care not about thenu 
I verily believe they do not j and perhaps I am no 
antagonist whom they need to fear, however good 
^e cause may be, that I may presume to advocate ; 
)but I nieitQ to be honest aid sincere^ and of all the 

b use 
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tise I can be, to my fellow Christians ; therefore, what- 
ever I at any time happen to know, the disclosure 
of which may appear to me to be of any public im- 
portance, assuredly the world shall know also, as hr 
as my means extend. 

In the month of May, 1809, the Improved Ver- 
sion first came into my possession. I had perused 
but little of it, before I found much to object to, 
and yet nothing but what appeared to me easy to 
answer. . In some haste, I authorised the Editors 
of the British Critic to announce to the public, 
that I was preparing Remarks on the New Ver^ 
aon for the Kress. This notice was accordingly 
giTen, among thdr other articles of Literary Intel- 
ligence in the Review for. June, 1809. I did not 
then foresee, what has happened since, that it 
would so soon engage the attention of other 
Grides more able and eminent than myself, or that 
diey would go so largely into the subject. It was 
not till after I had announced the publication of 
toy own Remarks, that I had an opportunity of 
seeing what appeared upon the subject in the 
Quarterly and Eclectic Reviews, and other periodi- 
cal works. I fek that the necessitjr for my own 
interference was in a great degree superseded, and 
tfcat niTich of what I was prepared to say had already 
been better said by others. This naturally excited 
m my mind many doubts as to the expediency of a, 
3eparate publication, and I did not hesitate to 
transmit all that I had then written to the Editaors 
of the Britisk Qn^ partly itttendiag to adopt Ho 

other 
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odier mediod of communicating my sentiments to 
the public. What I then sent exceeded the ordi-» 
nary limits of thdr Re^4ew, and they therdPore con- 
cluded the seccmd article with a statemait to this 
cflFect, adding my initials, which became as it were 
a second pledge by which I stood committed to 
advsenture farther : from the circumstances men* 
tioned aboi^ however, my anxiety upon die subject 
VfU greatly abated, and a long time elapsed before I 
jodg^ it necessary to get back the papei% tnmsmittdd 
to the EditOTS of the British Critic. 

It has falieti in my way of late to know mot^ 
ihan I baew some time ago, of the extraordinary 
seal and industry with which the Unitarians are 
^ideavouii^ to bring the Improved Version into 
notice; recommending it from their pulpits, and m. 
3dl periodical works with whkh they are connectec^ 
in the strongest manner, not only as a more cor* 
J?e8: translation of the written word of God, but as 
tending to do away ** many sources of error,** and to 
^ble the world to " form just ideas of true and 
mc^rfupted Qiristianity.*' 

Ccmstantly oigaged as 1 am in my nunisterial 
capacity, to expounding die great trutte of Christ*^ 
Gospel, to a large congregation of my fellow Chris- 
lians, how ceuld I be expected to «ee, wiAokA 
some uneasiiiess, the publication of a book, fe 
tiiiree Editions at tince, and Ae circulation of it in 
fny ihunediate neighbourhood, in wych Ae lead^ 
ing doctrines ©f' the -chtmfh-were peremptorily fcon^ 
^radic^ed j 4!Q^(sSa^ idwh 1 had most cemfidently 
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believed to be truthjj and truth of the first import-* 
ance, (and which I had taught and inculcated as such) 
denounced for ever as falsehood and absurdity, not 
in any manner deducible from th^ real words of 
Scripture. 

How to regulate my feelings upon such oc- 
casions I find to be a matter of extreme difficulty. 
To resist such an attack is thought quarrelsome and 
intolerant: not to resist it, is sure to be considered 
as a demonstrative proof of weakness and defeat, 
especially where a person happens' to be known to 
haye engaged previously in such disputes. Such 
considerations have contributed to perplex and 
disturb my mind ; and have certainly had the 
effect of making me tardy, and sometimes careless 
about the publication of my work, to a degree that 
I fear may in many ways be prejudicial, even to the 
cause I take in hand ; so far as truth can be ia^ 
jured by the defects of an individual. Some may 
probably think that what has apparently taken so 
much time to answer, was not really to be an, 
swered in a " shorter time. Some may think that 
all the interval that has elapsed between the first 
fiotice given, and the actual publication of my 
book, has been occupied in preparing materials for 
it, and therefore that the answer might have been 
more complete; but this wpuld be totally conp 
trary to the real state of the case. Some may 
suppose that I have done much more than I really 
have done, to qualify myself for the task I hav$ 
tak» i that I have consulted public libraries, and 

com- 
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communicated with other persons upon the subject ;- 
but I can solemnly decbre, that what is now pre* 
sented to the public has been prepared under cir- 
cum^ances of peculiar disadvantage; without as- 
astance from any public library, and, (with two 
exceptions only), without the smallest intercourse 
upon the subject with any other persons whatso- 
ever. And I wish it to be understood, that my 
only motive for mentioning these things is, that I 
fii}K>uld be extremely sorry to have it supposed that 
what / have found to say upon the subject, does in 
reality amount to so much as one-fourth part of 
the just defence which the Church has it in her 
power to make. I have attempted nothing more 
dian to examine certam points of controversy, with 
the limited assistance of a very small collection of 
books, and in a state of rural retirement bordmng 
upon absolute seclusicm. Still I must confess, I 
have found more to say upon the subject than I. 
expected, and, in some respects, I am sorry th^ it 
amounts to so much. I am sorry also, that . I have 
not always been able to keep within the bounds of 
perfect civility. 

I earnestly desire, in questions of this nature, 
especially where an appeal is to be made to the pub- 
lic, to abstain from all asperity of language, and 
rudeness of speech whatsoever, and yet I find it 
Unp<^ble altogether, to avoid it. The truth can 
scarcely be spokw otherwise. How can the retort 
to a positive charge of fsdsificadon be rendered 
cojurteous ? How can we defend ourselves with eflfect 
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against the cry, or even the insinuation^ of hypocrisy^ 
ignorance^ bigotry ^ deceit^ want of candor^ liheralUy^ 
&c. without some glow of honest resentment? la 
my own estimation, it is an act of rudeness to ac- 
cuse any mah or body of men of a deliberate trick 
or design to impose^ and yet there is a course of 
conduct adopted by many which cannot be e:itposed 
and made known, with proper advantage to die 
World in general, but by such a representation <rf 
matters as must seem to amount to such a charge. 
It is a wise provision of the Law, to oblige evary 
t^tness to tell not only the truths but the wbide 
truihj and not bnly the whole truth, but nMing 
but the truth. There are many ^des of difference 
between these several degrees of testimony. It 
cannot be thougl^t in genial to be any trick to lay 
tbi truth before the public J but yet the wcwrld may 
be misled even by such a measure, if by any partial 
suppression of matters of fact, the ^hok truth §isll 
be withheld from it. X will give an instance of lyh^t 
I mean. 

It has i){ ktd be^ propo^ by a leaded, and 
generally a very ingenuous writer, of the tJnitarian 
pc^, foi* the express purJ)ofee c>f propagating th^ 
Anti ^Trinitarian notions, to piblish selections' from 
th6 works of eminent Trinitarians, such as ttno^s 
« Serious Call,'* and Bishop Jerefny Taylof's ^* Rutt 
of Holy Li^ving and Dyings* " unmixed with those 
sentiments which the ITmtariiitiu deem unfounded in 
the Cospel'* Ifow v^thout attanptihg td flispute 
the right whieh the tJflitariahii may freely enjoy ct 
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propagating tbeir own tenets in distinct worlds, sorely 
it would be dealing very unfairly by Trinitarian 
writers^ and indeed misleading the public greatly^ 
to publish such works, as theirs^ subject to a studied 
curtailment of the most eflential doctrines of their 
creed. 

I have ventured to say in my book that it looks 
like a trick to have put the names of two Archbishops 
into the title page of this Version. I proteft, I mean 
to say this also in the way of caution, because if 
the Version were quite con£3rmable to archbishop 
Newcomers, (which is by no means the case, nor 
are the deviations from it by any means so care- 
fully noticed as the Introduction would lead us to 
suppose,) some of the notes annexed are directly 
in opposition to him. An Edition of a New Tes^t 
and Version of the New Testament, was many years 
ago dedicated to a noble Lord, distinguished by his 
learning in theological matters ; from which circum- 
stance that great person was in danger of being 
wrongfully supposed to be an encourager of the 
work; had he not taken timely care to make it 
known among his friends, that he neither knew the 
Editor, nor 2q)proved his performance. And it was 
certainly fortunate that he was still alive to vindicate 
his own fame. 

There is something going forward also among 
the Unitarians which I can scarcely bring myself to 
mention, because they certainly have a perfed right 
wk lim instance to act exactly as they jdease, and 
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as they do, and yet I think the pubEc should be 
made aware of it. I see in the Obituary of the 
Monthly Repository, more notice takea of die death 
of any Female^ who happens, in ever so remote, a 
part of the kingdom, to have espoused the Unita- 
rian doctrines, than would probably be taken of the 
decease of the French Emperor. I would not de- 
prive that amiable sex of the privilege of thinking 
for themselves ; but I conceive them to be, from 
the common course of their education, by no means 
competent judges of the question, as a matter of 
Biblical Criticism, which the Unitarians make it, 
and therefore very liable to be mifled, and conse- 
quently to mislead others ; and it happens that, M/x- 
tresses of Schools and Seminaries, are particularly 
among the number. To confer unexampled public' 
honours and distinctions upon them therefore, 
merely for their deviations from and opposition to 
the Trinitarian doctrines, is surely a trap laid for 
the sex in general, and not a very complimentary 
one. I grieve to descend to such particulars, but 
since it is now the avowed purpose of the Society 
to propagate their doctrines by all possible means, 
as established funds, distribution of books, itinerant 
ministers, reviews. New Versions, &c. * ; I cannot 

avoid 

* The following 19 the authorued account of the articles of 
^he Unitarian Fund, instituted March 4^ 1806, Chapel^ Par- 
liament Court, Artillery Lane ; Article I. This Society shall 
be denominated The Unitarian Fund for promoting Unitarian* 
ifkaby.meana of popular preaching* .Article U^ Tbf iiset t;o 
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avoid putting the que^n'upon as fair a footing as* 
I can, by this timely notice to Trinitarians of all 
descripti<ms. 

Any asperity of language that might be avoided 
is very unbecoming, and I hope I may safely say, 
it is very contrary to my natuial disposition^ to have 
recourse to it. No conscientious dissenter, I tnift, 
will ever have to accuse me of any failure in per- 
sonal respect; but we all know ourselves imper- 
fectly, and should therefore be ready to make allow- 
ances for each other. 

An Unitarian writer in the Monthly Repository^ 
speaking of Bishop Warburton^s Letta*s, says, if 
they have the effect of teaching how Chrisdanity 
ought not to be defended, by showing that contemjrt: 
and arrogance are insufferable in the mightiest minds, 
they will have dcme great good. Now, as a gene- 
ral renark, I cordially agree with this writer. Con- 
tenipt and arrogance should be sedulously avoided : 
ai^ yet in the very same Volume of die Repodtory, 
thiu does an Unitarian writer^ begin his defence of 
the Improved Version^ against die Quarterly Reviewers 
in particular, hvLt.generaUy also^ (as the expresaons 

which the fund raised by this Society shdl be applied, shall 
hej, ist, To enable poor Unitarian congregations to carry on 
religious worship ; 2d, To reimburse the travelling and other 
txpences of Teachers who may contribute their labours to the 
preaching of the Gospel on the Unitarian principles ; 3d, To 
relieve those Christian ministers who, by embracing Unitarianismi 
fubjcct themselves to Poverty. 

imply) 
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imply) againft all who hold the Trinitarian and other 
doctrines. 

'' It is not at all surprising that the interested or 
prejudiced advocates for popular creeds, have taken 
the alarm, and that as usual in such cases, diey are 
cpemng in full cry to run the obnoxious victim down* 
The Editors could expect * no odier treatment a^ 
the work came to be more generally known, and 
the alarm to spread. Well may the old serpent hiss 
and writhe and struggle, when truths ever victorious^ 
is trampling upon his head. If ignorance, calumny^ 
and hardihood of assertion can produce the effect, 
they, (the Quarterly Reviewers,) intend, they will 
indeed put an extinguisher over this newly kindled 
Immpr 

Now surely this is not only ample apology for 
any a^erity of language on the part of the Quar- 
terly Reviewers, hut would justify them even if 
they had descended (which I think them incapable 
of doing) to the utmost violence and vulgarity of 
style. 

In the Improved Version itseli^ however, and ge- 
nerally in the notes^ there is certainly nothing of 
this kind to complain of; no vulgar or abusive 
language at all, and much in the regular way of cri- 
ticism. There are, indeed, in the introduction, (which 

^ As tliis paper is signed B, and dated from ' Hackney, and 
Mr. Bchham's picture has been engraved by Schiawnetti, at the 
expence of the Unitarian Book Society^ for his labours in prepar* 
in|; the Improred Verfioa, surely he must be the writen 
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is a valuable piece id itsetf) insinuations conve^ 
by certain tenns which I have judged it not amiss to 
notice in my book; though perhaps we are aS 
liable occasionally to trespass in this particular. I 
aril sorry to make this introduction so long, but I 
have still something to say on the general effect of the 
publication in question. 

An improved version, and a corrected text, necessarily 
imply a previous capability of improvement and need 
of correction. It is fit, therefore, that the real state 
of the case should be fairly and impartially repre- 
sented ; and here I am happy to be able to give the 
Ecfitors prai$e* The Introduction to this Version, 
for the most part, is very good, as an historical me* 
moir y it brings into a small compass a large mas$ 
of important information ; it is chiefly, indeed, an 
abridgement of the Prolegomena of Griesbach, and 
consequently must contain most of what .we want to 
know, of the exact state aud circumstances of the 
text of the New T^tament : still, however, I haVe 
fome few observations to make upon the subjeft •• 
Biblical Criticism is a branch of study little thought 
6f by th6 generality of people j what is put before 
them they are able to read, aAi from that to form 
tlieit ideas ; but how that which is put bdbre them 
hstt been prepared and compiled, they are very little 
able to judge. The present edition is set forth as an 
hnpro^ued Vernon of the New Testament, formed on 
^ particular^ correct text^ with an intent to jrt rid 

f lilt ScOicCit Re«MW ihmdd be coM<te4 
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of certain doctrines^ as palpable corruptions of Chris- 
tianity i implying certainly, that an improved Version 
and corrected text, were wanting for these purposes ; 
and consequently that all other texts and transla- 
tions were not only faulty and defective, but calcu- 
lated to mislead the public in points of great impor- 
tance ; especially the received text and common version^ . 
which the Editors more inmiediately profess to have 
improved upon and amended. They adopt, we ire 
told. Archbishop Newcomers version and Griesbaci's 
text. This is well, and I do not wish to object to 
it, because both Newcome and Griesbach were great 
critics, and have shown themselves by no means in^ 
clined to deprive the Unitarians of any tolerably fair 
advantages. 

. I must, however, have leave to enquire what is 
the full amoimt and exact value of thdtr labours, 
with a view to the disputes betwe^ Trinitarians 
and Unitarians? I declare that it appears to me 
to be perfectly trifling, or rather of no serious ac- 
count at all. This can only be said upon the 
authority of some examination and scrutiny of 
matters ; I really think then, that the amendments 
and alterations resulting from the labours of all 
the modem critics, are exceedingly insignificant^ 
as to the reaL contents of the sacred writings, 
though extranely valuable in many respects, per- 
haps I may reasonably add, on this very account. 
I would not be thought inclined to withhold the 
praise that is jusdy due to the extraordinary exer- 
tions of the German critics> WetHein, Scmkn Gries^ 

bacbf 
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hcbf &c. ; diey hare certainly great claims to our 
admiration, they have studkd hard and done much ; 
so much, that I am frequendy as much astoniidied 
at their labours, as any of those can be^ who are 
most sanguine about die general result of their pains} 
still I must declare that I think much of dieir dm* 
has, as it turns out, been q)ent in vain» but cer« 
tainly so, with respect to all that relates to the doctrine 
of the Trinity, &a 

I will explain as well as I can what I wish to say* 
It is well known that when Dr. Mill first pub- 
lished his various readings, to the amount as it was 
calculated, of 30,000, infidels began to triumph, 
and some over-timid Christians were panic-struck; 
there may be infidels, and there may be tender^ 
minded Christians at this moment, to whom the 
soimd of 150,000 various readings may be alike 
acceptable or unaccq[)table, only in a much greater 
degree. I would not do the Editors any injustice; 
they diemselves certainly state the case p^ecdy 
well in (Mie part of their introduction ; they ob^ 
serve, p. xxvii. that •* these various readings, 
though very numerous, do not in any degree 
affect the general credit and integrity of the text* 
The general uniformity of which, m so many 
coines, scattered through all countries in the 
known world, and in so great a variety of languages, 
is truly astonishing, and demonstrates both the 
veneration in which the Scriptures were hdd, and 
the great care which was taken in transcribing 
them. Of the hundred and fifty thousand various 
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itadingS) idiich have been 4lisoovered by the saga- 
city and diligence of CoUators, not one-tenth, nor 
one-hundreddi part, make any perceptible, or at 
least any material akeration in the sense. This 
yniX ^)pear credible, if we consider that eyery, the 
miiiutest deviatba» frc«ii the received text, has 
been care^y noted, so that the insertion or omis- 
sion of an artide, the substitution of a wwd fe^ 
its equivalent, the transposition of a word M 
two in a sentence, and even variatidiis in orthogra- 
phy, have been added to the catalogue of variou^ 
reaydings/' 

This representation of matters is exceedingly just, 
and tends to fshow what is die exact amount of the 
a^sistaace derived from the labours of modem coU 
lators* They h^ve with infinite pains most certainly, 
amassed an immense quantity of information, to tids 
cod only as it appears to me, namely, to prove that 
we could either have done without the information, 
or that the acquisition only tends to fix us all exactly 
where we were before. 

The Editors i^ their introducdon lay a strew on 
three passages only, as oi great importance to their 
cause, viz. Acts, xx. 28. ; i Tim. iii. i6. ; i John, 
^. 7. But Dr. Carpenter^ in his sermon at Bristol, 
June 1808, in which he recommends the Improved 
Version in the strongest terms^ selects twenty pas* 
sages, which, as he says, have, '< comiectim with the 
Unitarian tenets^^ and which the Improved Ver^n 
has properly corrected^ to the great benefit, as is 
unpliedy of the public in genfindL Let ew^ one of 
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thete passages be turned against us, if I can proTc 
that Trinitarians have heretofore felt strcmg enough 
inthout diem, I think I shall show at once that 
the improvements and corrections of the present £di* 
tors, are really of no accoimt at all, as to the quev* 
tions between us and them. The Eclectic ReviewerSf 
who have given us a critique on die Improred Ver* 
mon, that abounds in learning and information, in- 
cline to give up all the three passages, Acts, xx. a%. % 
I Iim. ill. i6.\ I John, v. 7. I have said what I 
think of them in my book, to which I must now 
refer ; but I shall here beg leave to observe, that ia 
regard to two of the three, viz. i Tim. SL 16., and 
I John, V. 7* ; the Unitarians themselves seem to mt 
to admit the fact, viz. that Trinitarians can do qnte at 
well widiout them, tat one of their arguments (and 
no weak one certainly) to prove them spurious, k^ 
that they were never cited in the difputes between 
the Atbanasiams and Arians. Now when we consider 
the exact nature c£ these disputes, whichever side we 
iake^ k is certainly a plain proo^ that (against UnH4^ 
rians) neither party thought the canon without these 
texts as now read, deficient in proper evidences that 
Christ was a super-angelic pre-existent Being, nay 
even GOD. I say, whichever sidewetake^ because 
I mufii; confess that Arians (and I might add Sed^ 
niam)9eem to me by their interpretadons, to prove 
the point more strongly against the Unitarians tham the 
ordiodox Trinitarians; for if the Scriptural expres- 
sons are jreally such as to induce Arians and Soci- 
nians to acknowledge Christ to be a fubordinate or 
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factitious God, rather than believe him to be mere 
matif surely the dilemma to which they reduce them- 
selves is a striking proof, that they would t^ever nm 
so much greater a risk than the proper TrinitarismiSy 
of trenching upon the Unity ^ except that his mere 
humanity appears at all events, irreconcileable to th^ 
language of Scripture. 

The Negative testimony therefore oi Athanasians 
md Arians in their disputes, against these passages, 
is. to me, as far as it is valid, a plain proof that as 
to the main question, they are really of ho account 
at all ; we may retain them or give them up as we 
please; all diat they have been supposed to con** 
tain is to be foimd elsewhore, in th^ most newly 
corrected text of Scripture, and the most modem 
versions, not excepting the present improved one-; 
besides it appears from the Editor's own note, that 
in regard to i John, v. y^ Erasmus^ ZuingJius^ 
Lutber, did without it, and more recently, as Mr. 
Porson observes, Simon, La Croze, Michaelis, and 
Griesbacbj whom Dr. Carpenter particularly calls, a 
" liberal Trinitarian^.^* 

But 

♦ [Griesbach's own observations on the three passages in ques- 
tion should not be omitted ; they occur in his Preface to the 
Apostolical Writings, published in the year 1775. *' Interim uni 
tiimen dogmati eiq' palmario, doctrinae scilicet de vera Jesu 
Cbristi divinitate, non nihil a me detractum esse.videri posset non* 
BuUis, qui non solum locum istum celebratissimum, i John, v. 7. 
e textu cjectum^ verum etiam lectionem vulgarem loci> 1 Tim. iii* 
l6, (ut et Act. XX, a8.) dijbitationi subjectam ct fectomm arbi- 
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Biit Dr, Carpenter himself produces twenty pas- 
sages, the three above being included ; I have shown 
that of those three, Trimtarians of old have been sup- 
posed to defend their cause strongly enough without 
two of them, and. I shall, now proceed to examine 
those which Dr. Carpenter dwells upon. 

It is at least implied, both by the Editors and 
their supporters, if not expressly insisted upon, that 
the public were ne'jjer before provided with so or- 
rect B, text, or so impartial a Version, as in the 
present instance; but what if I produce a Greek 
text and an English Version^ nearly an hundred 
years old, that is, all printed and published before 
the Wet steins (the yoimger at least) or Griesbachs 
were heard of or known; agredng in most. points 
with even the secoxid Edition of Griesbacb, Newofmef 
and even the bnproved Version itself? I h^ve now 
lying before me, then, an Edition of the New 
Testament in Greek and English^ puhK&ed in two 
volumes in the years 1715 and 1718. I have ^en 
careful to collate more than once this very Edition 

trio permissam, invenient. Quare ut iniquas suspiciones omne« 
quantum in me est, amoliar et hominibus malevolis calumniandi 
ansam praeripiam, i^timyxm pubUce profiteor atque Dcum tettor, neuU 
quam me de veritate istius dogmatis dubitare ; atque sunt profecta 
tgm muka et luculenta argument a et Scrlptura loca^ quibus vera 
Deltas Christo Yindicatur, ut ego quidem intelligere vix possem, 
quomodo, concessa Scripture facrae divina auctoritate, et admissii 
justis interpretandi regulia, dogma hoc in dubium a quoqwim 
vocari po&sit. In pritnis, k>cusille, Job. i. t^ 2> 3, tarn perspicuut eU 
atque omnihus efcceptiomhus majors ut neque rnterfrBum fuque crittcorum 
audacibut conatiius unquam everti atque veritatis de&nsoribus eri^ 
possit,'*— ] 
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word for ^ord Mrith Griisbach*% second Edidon; 
and I must protest that the Tariadons in general 
are so frivolous, that if a correct text were all I 
wanted, I could freely commit to the flames nearly 
die whole that I have acquired from Griesbach^ 
In the Edidon that I speak of, (which the learned 
in geDeral will know to be Dr. Wells%) there are 
many variations and deviations from the recdved 
text ; but it so happens that scarcely any of impor- 
tance occur, that are not particularly approved 
by Griesbacb. Evien the English Version and para- 
phrase have the sanctio«i of Archbishop Newcme 
in many points of great importance; so that for 
my own studies, I have really gained little from the 
most n^nute examinaticm of Griesbach*s numerous 
referaices^ Neiiwom/s translation, or the Version 
bdFore us, ex<^t the satisfaction of being assured 
that I was quite safe long ago, and that the public 
^ght have been so 95 or 92 years at least, before 
the appearance of the present Improved Version. 
I do not however mean to deny, that the passages 
spoken of above are to be found in this edition as 
dbcy stand in the received text: I have therefore 
judged it to be idle more necessary to treat of t)iem 
both in this Introduction, and the book itself; but 
I can safely assure Dr. Ctf/^^*^, that exclusive of 
these three passages, out of seventeen that remain, 
of those he has selected, in no less than sixteen 
Instances, Wells perfecdy agrees with Griesbacb 
and the Editors, both in the correction (£ the Greek 
tM^ and the rendering of the passages ; and ia 
: . regard 
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r^ffxA. ta the wly place where they differ, yiz. Rev* 
iL ^« thoi^h the pronoun ^n may there be acci^ 
dentally pmitted after 0car, it is as carefully insirted 
under sintiilar circumstances, ch.iii« 2.; so that this 
scarcely amounts to any real difference *• v 

It is certainly both curious and satisfactory to 
observe how. very little of the sacred text requires^ 
to be cbangetU though no less than an hundred 
years ago jo^poo various readings were discovered^ 
and now the number is increased to i5o/x>o^ 
Having, aa I stated, diligently collated the Greek: 
text of the leami^ Wells with Griesbach's second 
Edition, I shall here give a specimen of the exact: 
amount of the later discoveries as far as it respecta 
(Uie bo<J^ of the New Testament, namely, die Gos^ 
pel of St* John, Great suspicions seem to exist in 
rl^d to the particles «y and ^f, \i^ch are conti^ 

, ^ Many otlier circumstances desenring of notice have struck 
ftte in the collation of the fereral Editions before me. Some* 
times Wells Tentures to r^et whit Griesbach marks as prdahly U 
1$ mrnHiJi somedmes he does this where he is supported against 
Gtiesbach by Nivteome and Wakefield, and even the Editors of tlie 
Improved Fersiom. Sometimes he adopU a conjectural reading, 
which, though approved by Grieshacb, could not with propriety 
be taken into his text $ this is the ciise Heb. xM. if* Sometimes 
(as in the reading of Jude, 25,) Wells .agrees with the Editors 
and Griethachf against the received text and Newcome ; sometimes 
Wells agrees with Griesbach against the Editors, Newcome, and PearcSf 
as K&t, xi. 20. Often he avails himself of readings approved by 
drieshdch to clear up difficuhies which have heretofore perplexed 
all commentators, and generally with good effect. — Philipp. u $• 
Wells renders fLohttma. contribution, which the Editors adopt against 
Newcome^ giving Mr. Wakefield thfe credit of it. 

€ a Auallf 
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nually rejected by Griesbach, or msurked as doubt* 
ftil; so that a '' but,'[ and a ^Uben"^ and " there^ 
fore** are rendered very questionable wherever they' 
occur in the writings of this Apostle. It is doubt- 
ful whether John, i, 26. should be read, BUT there 
standeth one among you, or^ THERE . standeth 
one among you, without BUT; it is doubtful whe- 
ther John, iv. 9* should be read, •* THEN saith the 
woman of Samaria ;'* or, " saith the woman of Sa- 
maria.** The amount of the suspicions conceitning 
Ae particle ^f, is as 18 or 19* of the particle uv. 
as 32 ; the copulative x«i, and^ h doubtful to the 
amount of 21 ; the article i before 0£o( or Iii<ry(, is 
doubtful to the amoimt of 33 ; •t«, and r«, tok, &c» 
before noims and proper names, are liable to some 
suspicion; Xiyiay and Xeyoi^lc; might' it seems without 
hazard be omitted, the subjunctive be changed 
with efftect for the indicative, and vice versa ; the 
authorities for Mco-cria; and Mf<ria?, and For N«^«|i|9 
and N<%^a^sT, seem to be equal* 

I do not meaii to infer that particles, &c. be* 
cause they are small words, are therefore unim- 
portant ; I am quite aware that, " non sunt ubique 
ade'b exigtia ut contemni debeant, inde enim fendet 
aliquando valde utilis sensus ;" but, I have diligently 
examined every passage in which the above various 
readings. occur in. the Gospel of St. John, and can 
safely pronounce them to be of no moment *. The 

following 

* According to Griesbach himself the number might have 
bttn increased, but as he justly observes, ^< in panderandii atqut 
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followmg is a feir and exact statement of the result 
of my examination of the two Greek texts of this 
• book in Griesbach and Wells, (occasionally consult- 
ing m Elzevir edition,) and the English Versions of 
Wells, Newcome, and the Editors. I shall put down 
first the total of various readings in each chapter, and 
secondly, the number of those that aflfect the text, 
that is, wHich have the Jigla prefixed in,Griesbach*s 
text and margin. 

Chap. I. Number of various readings, in all 
LXXXVn, of those that affect the text XXH ; 
one only of any importance, viz. yer. 28. BtiSawa 
for B9)Ga6(«pde, and this is noticed in the margin of 
my Elzevir Edition, 1658. 

Chap. II. Various readings, in all LIV,affecting the 
text yn ; all unimportant ; Kotlc^f»yilai |br noclifayt^ 
ver. 17 ; noticed in my Elzevir Edition. The received 
text, and Wells more conformable to the LXX. 

Chap. HI. various readings, in all LXX, affecting 
the text Xn j two Only of any importance ; ver. 13, 
ttv IV xpairu marked by Griesbach as somewhat doubt- 
ful, by the Editors inclofed in brackets, which with 
them is the mark of probable omis^on, and therefore 
tends to confound matters ; they note that the clause 
is wanting in some of the best copies, but Griesbach 
produces cMily five authc»ities for the omission of the 
whole, viz. two Uncial. 33, The JEthiopic Version 
and Gregory Nazianzen. 

cum puhiseulo excutlendts talilut msnutus, sensum orationu nullo mo Jo 

aSttngentihuSi dtligmtia editoris, tametst firrea, tandem frangUurV 
Proleg. Sect.ii. XLIV. 

C 3 VCIT, 
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Ver. 25; for Utet^mp Griesbach has I«J«iy> vhich 
is noted in the margin of my Elzevir, and taken into 
the text by Wells. 

Chap. IV. various readings, in all CII, afiectingt^ 
text XXm } not one of any importance ; most or 
them noticed in the margin of my Elzevir* 

Chap.V. various readings^ in all XCIX, aflhcting 
the text X ; one only of importance, ver. 4, narked 
as probably to be omitted by Griesbach, printed m, 
italics by the Editors ; the doubts in regard to this 
verse are not new. See Whitby's Examen Milliif and 
the Prolegoniena of the latter. See also Tr^^f on 
the Gospels, and Doddridge on the place. 

Ghap. VI. various readings, in all CXL, affecting 
the text XXXVI } not one of importance; vfr.ix» 
Wells discards rot; /x«6nr«if o« ^f (laifirmf which 
Griesbach marks as probably to be omitted, their 
absence from ancient MSS. is noticed in my Elzevir^ 
1658. 

Chap. Vn. various readings, in all CD, affecting 
the text XX j most of them quite unimportant ; ver. 8, 
Griesbach ri^ts swta, and takes me before «ya(C«Mr« | 
V^ells had doi^e exactly the same before him, admi^ 
rably, and very honestly explaining in his note the 
probable ground of the corruption, as intended to set 
aside Ppr^fyyrfs objections. He does not scniplt 
however to render it, ** not yft,^' in which (Wise Newr 
come and the ICditors seem to agree, who render it 
** not now**^ 

Griesbach discards ^XnOwc from ver» 26 ; tVells does 
the same } the latter also jiotices the punctuation 

adopted 
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adopted by Griesbaich^ yer. ai, 22 } though he does 
not follow it himself. 

Chap, VIII. various readings^ in all CLXVI, aflfect- 
mg the text XXIV ; all of then unimportant excqpt 
the first, beginnmg Chap. VII. ver. 53, from whence 
to the end of ven 11. Chap. VTIL Griesbach marks 
the whole as probably to be omitted, and the Editors 
print it in italics. Wells does not express any doubts 
of its authenticity, but its absence irom ancient BiISS. 
and from the Syriac Version is noticed in the margin 
of my Elzevir, 1658. Archbishop Newcome strongly 
inclines to admit it ; he thinks ver. 12 tends to prove 
it genuine, and he assigns reasons for its omission 
in some MSS. See MicbaHlis on the passage, and 
Middleton*s remarks on t«^ a*6^, in his Doctrine of 
the Greek Article ♦. 

The Primate and the Editors render yer. $$^ 
fiyaXA*«<r«I«, " be earnestly desired^** which (though 
they do not cite him, is strcmgly recommended by 
Blackwafl in his sacred Classics, p- 34» published 
1725, Wells however was before Bl^ckzfwlf, whoren« 

* As I have not noticed this gentleman's Doctrine of the 
Greek Article^ in some parts of the following remarks, where it 
might naturally be expeded ; I beg leave to observe^ that it was 
not tffl sfter much of the work was printed that I had an oppor* 
tunity of reading the whole of his book ; which however was n0t 
altogether accidental^ for knowing that his Doctiiiie had already 
been disputed by some of the party against whom my Strictures 
are directed, particuhrly by Mr. Jones, in the Appendix to hit 
lUustradons of the Gospel, and by Dr. Carpenter, I was deter- 
mined to keep myself free from any bias that du^t arise from a 
doctrine sp itcently submitted to the public^ 

c 4 ders 
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ders it, your Father Abraham longed to see my day.'* 
See also Trapp on the Gospels, and Whitby in loc. 

Chap IX. various readings^ in all LXXXIX, affect- 
ing the text XVin ; not one of the least importance ; 
most of them noticed in the margin of my Elzevir. 

Chap. X. various readings^ in all LXXX, affecting 
the text XIV ; all unimportant. The Primate and 
the Editors render ?ro*jwvii, ver. i6; Flock instead of 
Foldj which as giving a larger sense to the passage is 
preferable, and is in fact the true meaning of the 
term. 

Chap. XI. various readings^ in all XCIX, affecting 
the text XVI ; not one of importance. 

Chap. XII. various readings^ in all CVI, affecting 
the text XVn ; all perfectly unimportant. 

Chap. XIII. various readings^ in all LXXIV, affect- 
mg the text XVIII ; unimportant. 

Chap. XIV. various readings^ in all LXIX, affecting 
the text X ; not one of importstnce. 

Chap. XV. various readings^ in all XLIV, affecting 
■ the text VII ; ibid. 

Chap. XVI. various readings^ in all LXIIIi affectmg: 
the text Xy 5 ibid. 

Chap. XVn. various readings j in all LXVI, affect- 
*ing the text XL Griesbach has w instead of iq^ 
ver. II, upon which I have made some remarks else- 
where ; the rest quite immaterial. 

Chap. XVni. various readings^ in all XL VI, affect- 
ing the text XVI. Ver. i, ra yctipm for rw. See 
Middleton on the Article, 373. Ver. 15, aAAof 
>a9uTii? i see Middletbn ; the Improved Version fol- 
lows 
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lows the received text, antiber iiad^Xe^ Wells do€^ 
the same. Vet. 20, cna irayroiw 01 UioLiOi I Griesbach 
discards vrMto^ty and reads israilfc : Wells does the 
€ame : v%i\i^ also occurs in the margin.of my Elzevir. 

Chap. XIX. various readings^ in all XCVI, afiect- 
ing the text XXTII; generally quite unimportant. 
Ver. 3 J, for »ijtA6pa ixnyn TH SaggxTy, Griecbach reads 
ixa^s ; see Middleton : Wells, who reads ixuy%y ac- 
counts for the high day in his paraphrase. 

Ghap. XX. various readings^ in all LXVII, affecting 
the text XIV. Ver. 8, Newcome, and the Editors of 
the Improved Version, have taken advantage of a 
reading in this verse, on the sole authority of the 
Greek of the Ca?nb. MSS. sx f7r*r«u<rfv, and believed 
not; to assign a reason for John's i^;t-belief: see 
however Doddridge : Gri^sbach does not take «x into 
his text. The other readings qtfite unimportant. 

Chap. XXI. various readings^ in all LXVTI, affect- 
ing the text IX ; none of the smallest importance. 

The total of Ae various Readings in this Gospel 
then amounts to one thousand seven hundred and 
etghty-seven ; and of those afffefting ^ the text, and 
which therefore I have had occasion to mark, to 
three hundred and forty-twop not one-fifth of the 
whole ; and of these three hundred and forty-two 
the very utmost that can be said to be of any inj- 
portance, as far as I am a judge, do not exceed 
seven or ten at furthest * ; and of these, more than 
iijdf at the least appear to Have been noticed . an 

f The tliree> notie^ by Mr. Middleton^ have been add^d. 

hundred 
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'hundred or an hundred and fifty years ago. I mtist 
ag^ declare, that I do not bring these fects for- 
ward to depreciate the merit of those indefatigable 
'collatot^ and critics who have supplied us with this 
mformation, and which extaids to many oth^r most 
important objects, — ^but merely to prevent any fresh 
alarms, from the large increase of various readings, 
and the revived report of improvements and corrections 
of the sacred text. 

I have now nearly brought this long Introduction 
to a conclusion ; but I cannot yet dismiss it, without 
expressing a hope that the cause I plead, will be 
found to be not that of the Established Church only, 
but of many denominations of Dissenters. I would 
tv^TL flatter myself that much which I have advanced 
may be judged nearly to concern the Jews^ that an- 
cient and most extraordinary people ; to whom were 
committed those " Oracles of God^* on, which the 
faith of every Christian should be built ; '^ to whom 
pertains the adoption^ and the glory ^ and tl^e coven^ntSf 
and the giving of the law, and the service of God, an4 
the fromisetf whose are the Fathers^ and of whom as 
to the Flesh Christ came, who is over all Gpd blessed 
for ever.'* 

, I should have been happy if I could have adapted 
my book more immediately to the use and service of 
the unlearned^ "whom it is my ultimate desire to pre- 
serve harmless in this new trial to which they are 
about to be exposed ; but the nature of the publi. 
cation against which I hiave directed my Remarks, 
prevented thi% and compelled me to discusa the 

matter 
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xnatter in the way of criticism \ in which, if I should 
have done but little or eren fallen into mistakes, I 
ought to be excused if I have done enough to 
satisfy myself; because this is the liberty and privi- 
lege so much insisted upon by our opponents, that 
every man may think for himself, and propagate for 
the beho6f of others, whatever he thinks and be- 
lieves. I am confident that if I should have faUen 
into any gross error^ it will be soon sufficiently de- 
tected and pointed out, which has the more emboU 
dened me to make free with what I conceive to be the 
errors of others ; for though I am always sorry to 
find that I am wrong, I wish to meet my exponents 
upon the most equal terms. 

As I began this Introduction by expressing my 
dislike of controversy, I shall conclude it with the 
pathetic words of the admirable Hooker^ which I 
would willingly address to those whom these Remarks 
most concern. •* Far more comfort it were for iu 
(so small is the joy tc^ take in these strifes) to labour 
under the same yoke^ as men that look for the same 
etemfd reward of their labours ; to be enjoined with 
you in bands of indissoluble love and amity ^ to live as 
if our persons being many, our souls were but one, rather 
than in such dismembered sort, to spend our few and 
^wretched days in a tedious prosecuting of wearisome 
emtemionsp^ 
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bEMARKS, &c. 



^T'HtS Version of the New Testament, published as 
the title-page sets forth, '^ By a Society for pro- 
moting Christian Knowledge, and the practice of vurtue 
by the Distribution of Books ^^ demands particular con- 
aderation. If it be really so improved a version as is 
pretended ; if the text be so carefully corrected as we 
are bidden to conclude ; but above all, if the accom- 
panying notes be properly illustrative of the Christian 
doctrines, then not only all the members of the esta- 
blished church of these realms, but almost every deno- 
mination of Dissenters from the establishment are ex- 
travagantly wrong. Calvinists, Arminians, Baptists, 
Anabaptists, Quakers, Papists, nay, even Axians, 
Semi-Arians, and Socinians, all are in a gross error ; 
those only may be held to be right who are the imme- 
diate disciples of the follovidng contemporary autho- 
rities : Dr. Priestley, Mr. Ws^efield, Mr. Lindsey, 
Mr. Evanson, Mr. Jones, and the several unitarian 
contributors to the Theological Repository.* 

For 

necessary here, which I cannot take 
pr^i/ Baptists are, I believe, regarded 
note in the Monthly Repository fpr 
' Arianism is considered as entitled 
, ** in strictness of steech^ the latter 
Y to the belief of tne simple huma- 
thors, besides, upon whose authority 
means to be considered as in perfect 
—•many things are to ht found in 
B Dr. 
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For though Archbishop Newcome is held out as a 
sort of model in the title-page, his authority is slighted,, 
whenever it appears to be much against them ; and 
we are expressly told in a note on the first Epistle of 
St. John, that not|;iing but ^* the dear and discri- 
minating light diffused over the obscurities of the 
sacred Scriptures by the v^ierable Theophilus Lind- 
sey, and his coadjutors Jebb, Priestley, Wakefield, 
and others,*' could " purify the Christian Religion 
from thos^ numerous apd eoonnuus^corruptiQi^ wbt^h 
l^Y^ so long disfigured \ts, doctrines and impeded 
its progress. This is sp^ki^g o^^X pl^Iy> though 
it ra^ther surj^ses me that np^e pf these ^?WS^ ap* 
pe^r in the title-p^e; Xfx yecQwneAd the^bop^ v^hiilte 
iv^. Archbishops a;:e selected for this purpose i fo? 
h^^4es the learned Primc^e. pf Ireland, ^ mottiQ is 
?wiopted from ArxbbisbQp Pajrker's PrefagQ to thi? £^ 
sbop*^ Bible, by w^y surely of a secpncj decoy, tq x!t\^ 
^nwary members of the Church ; I cw hardly bring 
myself to consider this cirqunostance in any other lights 

In their Intrpductioi}, the Editor^ boast pf the en% 
cour^gement they have received, froni the liberal aftd 
enlightened. How much could I wish that all sufb 
terms could be avoids It is thus that a noun adjeCt 
tive is often made to coi;itain au afgwipent* If thoa^ 

Dr. Prie8tley*5 writings, especially in his Posthumous Notes ojj 
the Bible, not by any means accqrdant with the general spirit 
.of this edition; and so much at variance do Mr. Jones and 
Mr^ Evanson appear to be, that in a work lately published by 
the former, he with considerable reason, in my omnion, speaks 
of tb? *' surprisincf ignprance and temerity displjvyed by the 
latter in some of his Scripture Comnients.*' Many circum* 
stances indeed concur to induce me to think that a considerable 
variety of opinions, prevails ampnc the Unitarians, in regard to 
the <?onduct and management of phis new Version ; for further 
improvements qi this imfrove^ translation, an4 further correc- 
t;pns of this newly corret^td text .'are alrej^ly called for, by their 
pwn friends. — See Monthly Repository ^Sojj, and Kinghorn'^ 
Scriptuial ArgunttQRts fp^ tbe J^ivipity of (^ifist, sold by Button. 

are 
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are the only enlightened who would encourage the sale 
and distribution of this edition^ all criticism is super- 
seded — I must incur the charge of dulness and igno- 
rance for merely attempting it, and certainly of ilUbe- 
rality for presuming to undeceive the public. The 
title-page contains many bold assumptions of this na- 
ture. The Version is declared to be an improved one, 
the Text a correited one, and the object of the Society 
is stated to be, the Promotion of Christian Knowledge. 
I am not boiuid to bow down to authorities any more 
than the Editors themselves, and shall therefore freely 
declare, I deny all these assumptions; I think thfe 
Version mt an improved one, the Text not corre^*^ 
and the knowledge it would promote, not truly CArw- 
tian. I must take my chance of being expelled from 
die society of inquisitive^ liberal^ ^nd judicious scho- 
lars ; of candid and discerning jesideTSi of learned^ 
acute^ and even honest critics ; of seriom and enlight- 
ened Christians ; this I cannot help. I shall endeavour 
to hold fast the form (f sound words ^ delivered to us 
by the sacred writers, in hopes of saving both myself 
and those who will honour me with their attention. 

It is not my design, however, to enter upon a 
minute examinatbn of the version merely as such, 
but rather to dwell upon those doctrines attempted 
to be set aside as vulgar errors ; such as the pre- 
^xistmce and miraculous conception of Christ — the divi- 
mty and personality of the Son aiid Holy Ghost--*the 

* It has in fact no determinate basis or standard. Its deri- 
ations horn Ncwcome (which in aU are calculated to amount to 
750) from the received text, and from Griesbach's ad edition (noS 
duly noticed or pointed out to the reader as they ought to he), are 
with much pains and great candor exhibited at length by an 
Unitarian Reviewer, in the Monthly Repository for March, April, 
July, and October, 1809. This'Iieamed writer regrets, that no 
•tandard text has been adhered to^ '• because,*' says he, " it would 
do away one of the most powerful charges brought against u8, 
namely, that we alter the Scriptures to suit our own system/* 

B 2 existence 
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existence of evil spirits and angels — and the atone' 

,ment by the blood oi Christ. I do not propose to be 

.equally diffuse on all these points, but upon some 

. I cannot avoid having much to say ; I shall begin with 

what happens to occur the earliest in this book of 

God ; namely, the birth of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

The accounts of the miraculous conception and 
birth of our Saviour have a strong mark of suspi- 
cion put upon them. The whole of the narratives 
from verse 16 of the first chapter of St. Matthew 
to the end of the second chapter, and from verse 4 
of the first chapter to the end of the second of 
St. Luke, is printed in italics ^ " to shew that it is 
. of doubtful authority.*^ The reasons for this are 
.given in the notes at th^ foot of the pages. I shall 
endeavour to bring them all together, that a full 
view of the subject may be taken at once. The 
references in these notes point out to us the sources 
whence the editors hiive deduced their arguments, 
and I may reasonably conclude that they have of 
course selected the strongest proofs in vindication 
of their own suspicions. 

The first note on St. Matthew begins with telling us, 
,that " Epiphanius says, that Cerinthus and Carpo- 
crates, who used the Gospel pf the Ebionitesy which was 
probably the original Gospel of St. Matthew, written 
in the Hebrew language for the use of the Jewish 
believers, argued from the genealogy at the begin- 
ijing of the Gospel, that Christ was the son of Joseph 
and Mary : but that the Ebionites had taken away 
even the genealogy, beginning the Gospel with these 
words, ' And it came to pass in the days of Herod the 
king,' &c. " It is probable, therefore," say the editors, 
*' that the first sixteen verses of this chapter are ge- 
nuine, and that they were found at least in the copies 
of Cerinthus and Carpocrates. And, indeed, it can 
hardly be supposed that an author writing for the 
instruction of Hebrew Christians, would have omitted 

to 
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to trace the descent of Christ from Abraham and 
David, upon which they justly laid so great a stress/* 
Here must surely be some mistake ; the genealogy 
is probably genuine, because Cerinthus and Carpo- 
crates argued from it that Christ was the son of 
Joseph and Mary, and must therefore have had it 
in their copies, though it appears they used the Gospel 
of the Ebionites^ who had expressly taken the gene- 
alogy away ! Nay, " even the genealogy ;'* there- 
fore, probably, in Epiphanius's opinion, something 
else ; and what could this be, that should intervene 
between the genealogy and the words ** and it came 
to pass in the days of Herod,*' but the account of 
the miraculous conception and birth of Jfesus ?* 

Whatever 

* fDr. Laurence and Professor Magee have sererally taken 
notice of the strange inconsistency of which the Editors are 
guihy^ in pretending that Christ *' must have been bom two 
years after the death of Herod,'* and yet relying upon the 
Ebionite Gospel as authority, which, as we are told, began, 
'* Now it came to pass in the days of Herod King of Judea, that 
John came bapiisung, &^c.'* I have seen a reply- to this, as far as 
regards my learned friend. Professor Magee, in the Monthly Re- 
pository for 1813. It is there pretty broadly stated, that " no 
Child could have made the mistake" into which Dr. Laurence and 
Dr. Magee have fallen ; that is, as they would insinuate, na 
Child could have confounded Herod the King of Judea^ who lived 
in the reign of Augustus, with Herod his Son, Tetrarch of 
Galilee, wno lived and ruled there when John the Baptist ap- 
peared J but this is very little to the purpose. Dr. Laurence and 
Dr. Magee might reasonably be tempted to be playful on this 
occasion virith such Critics as the Editors of the Improved Version, 
though not childish. The Editors themselves, probably, are not 
Children, and yet they have suffered this great blunder tp pass 
without notice in their new Version. They have not gone a^step 
out of their way to correct or defend their favourite authority 
Epiphanius, who, though no Child, expressly states, that the 
Ebionite Gospel began with these words, i? rou^ iiJ^t^eu^ Hfuiti 
poKnXsui rviq la^eua^ k. t. X. And the Editof s repeat what he states. 
The faft is, the whole circumstance tends greatly to throw a suspi- 
cion on the Ebionite Gospel, and on that alone ; — an^ nothing, 
J think, could prove it more than the very defence set up by the 

B 3 Unitariau 
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Whatever had been taken away should in propriety 
be carefully restored, and though I am not prepared 
to say that the Editors have given an exact account 

..of 

Unitarian Writer in the Monthly Repository ; " because," says he^ 
*' some early transcriber has erroneously written Judea for Ga- 
lilee, Dr. Magee contends that the Ebionite Gospel taught that 
Herod the Great, who died, &c. was livbg thirty years after- 
wards." — " The Ebionite Gospel began," says Epiphanius^ " In 
the days of Herod King of Judea, John came baptising, &c."— 
The Editors say not a word of this being a blunder ; they pass it 
over, confident, as they now pretend, that *' any child would 
Icnow it ought to be G/j/t/rf, and not Judea;'* (and of course 
Tetrarch and not King, but which they have not provided for, 
even yet.) Let us however see if we cannot trace diis odd blun^ 
der to its source, and then let the reader determine whether it 
does not eminently conduce to prove the very faft of a gross cor- 
ruption of the original text on the part of the Ebionites. 

In that portion of. Matthew's Gcoi^l onutted by the Ebionkes 
we have irequent mention of Herod the King, Matt. it. i . J. 9» 
&c.-^In the received text, the ad and 3d chapters connect thus ; 
In the last verse of chapter ii. it is stated, thaEt Christ with hit 
parents, ** ctn^ and dwelt'* at Nazareth. — ^And then the history 
proceeds, *' In those days*' ; that is, while he yet abode in Naza- 
ietl>— but '^ in those days»" must have made an odd begiiming of 
any history. There was an antecedent wanting for such relative 
terms, and perhaps we might add, rather a remote one ; possibly 
then the buagliog transcriber, on whom the Unitarians would mnNr 
throw fdl the blame, aware of the necessity of a nenv beginnings 
and happening to know scmethmg of a more contfiUie copy, boicrowei 
the words,, sy tom^ ifM^eu^ lA^mla BofiXwi; rn^ Iv^M|; but whence 
could he borrow them ? — why, in fact, either from the exploded 
ad cha|>ter of Matthew, or the equally condemned first chapter of 
Luke ; for there the very words were to be found, not howeveE 
without some difference. In Luke they follow in exact order ;. 
but as to Luke they would have been secure, for though he akcr 
connects the preaching of John the Baptist with our Lord's abode 
at Nazareth, he uses no relative terms at the beginning of eh. iii. 
but ejipcessly mentions Herod the Tetrarch of Galilee ; but with 
St. Matthew'S' Gospel, the case stood thu»: — Judea is there ap- 
pKe.d not to the King, hut to Bethlehemy where Jesus is said to 
have been horUf w jSndXHft rtic Itf^ouo^ ly i^^oti% Hfwiw ra fi^at^iMt^ ; 
Iwt the Ebionitea would not admit the fact of his birth at Beth** 
lehem. This then beiig to be expung^dy r»i% I«^M»f could only 
IbUow Herod tht IS^ing, smd 1 must confess, seems to me to havQ 
'"'■'''■ ■' been 
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tf matters (for if they have, they have strangely 
confounded their own argument), yet I am very 
tsure that Epiphahius does talk about things taken 
away and erased* by the. Ebionites, if not by the 
Nazafene^ also. If the genealogy was by iny taken 
mvay^ it is plain that, in the Ecfitors' opinion, Cerin- 
thus and Carpocrates were ill used, who had made 
use of it, to prove that lesus was the offspring of 
Joseph and Mary, and of course a mere man \ and we 
shall venture to surmise, that those who would argue 
from the account of the xtiitaculous conception that 
he was more than man^ are quite as ill ujsed by tho^, 
i^ho would, in these days, attempt to take away 
those parts of Scripture in which this is related. It 
i^ impo^ble not to be struck with the little credit 
due to the authorities cited, fey the statement of 
the Editors, the Ebionites seem to be clearly con- 
been particularly preserved out of the general plunder for thh 
especial purpose, — Thus then^ from the account admitt^ b j the 
Unitarians themselves^ it Would appear after all) tluit veriljy the 
Ebionite Gospel began^ with a portion of the exploded oric^inals. 
The blunder, may have been v^ry great, and almost childish un- 
dodb^ Ay % but it ifinst hav6 been owing, in a great degree, to 
&e awkward predicsknent they l^d reduced thems<dves to, by 
erasing all that propetly preceded, ivm^ dV'P^^ £K£INAI£, 
THOSE Days. 

This answerer of Dr. Magee objects also to the demand made 
6n the Editors by the Professor and Dr. Laurence, to admit all or 
none of Marcion's errors 5 but here also he mistakes the point* 
Jt was fit they should remind the Editors of Marcion's general 
character as a TeacKer of Christianity : but what principally 
affects the Editors is this, , why adopt the authority of Marcioa 
for the rejection of part of Luke's Go8pel> and yet allow him no 
credit for the rejection of any other parts of Scripture ? Irenaeus 
seems to have thought his credit upon a par as to these circum- 
stances ; « Evangeuum secundum Lucam circumciJit, et Apostoli 
Pauli Episfolas aiscidit'* He mutilated St. Luke*s Gospel, says 
he, arid quite cut off St. Paul's Epistles from the Canon ; but, 
say the Editors, he improvid and corrected St. Luke's Gospelf but 
was ah ideot as to the rejection of St. Paul's Epistles.j] 

* Ilcpio^tpfy and w»pc»x©7r1iw are the words used by Epiphanius. 
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victed of taking away one portion at least of genuint 
Scripture. If not so, tiien their other authorities, 
Cerinthus and Carpocrates, must be accounted guilty 
of drawing their arguments in proof of the mere 
humanity of Jesus from a forged genealogy. Either 
way their authorities are to be suspected ; the 
Ebionites of a fraudulent erasure, or the Cerinthians 
an,d Carpocratians of an unwarrantable insertion. 
To bring these forward as joint evidences, in a case 
where they appear to have differed so remarkably, 
would look like a sad oversight, were it possible for 
us to be blind to the policy of such a step in person^ 
of the Editors sentiments. The Ebionites are right 
in the eyes of all Unitarians for rejecting the account 
of the miraculous conception, which makes Jesus the 
Son of God, but not right in rejecting the genealogy, 
because it helps to prove, among the perinthian$ an4 
Carpocratians of die present day, that Jesus was 
only the son of Joseph. 

That the narratives are severally to be found in 
all the manuscripts and versions now extant, the 
Editors acknowledge*, only they happen to know 
that they were waiiting in the copie? used by the 
Nazarenes and Ebionites, that is {say they) by the 

• I find an admirable remark in the Review of ' the Im- 
proved Version in the Monthly Repository, for March 1S091, 
on the inconsistency of the Editors m venturing to mark these 
parts of Scripture as doubtful against the preponderating evi- 
dence of manuscripts, versionis, and quotations ; ** we see in 
this/' says the learned Reviewer, " a tendency to conjedural 
emendation, the traces of which we would wish to liave been 
confined to the notes.** It should also be here observed, that 
NewcomCf in referring to Dr. Campbell's note on the authenticity 
of the two first chapters of Matthew, adds, ** which appears to 
inc to be established beyond reasonable doubt." The learned 
writer in the Repository, has also some very just remarks on the 
ambiguitj of the Editor's itaUcs^ as not properly indicative of the 
degree of doubt attending the passages so marked, and whicl^ 
must therefore have a great tendency t6 mislead. 

antirat 
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aniient Hebrew christians. The Nazarenes and Ebion* 
ites of Epiphanius happen not to have been the 
antient Hebrew christians, a point so fully proved by 
Bishop Horsley against Dr. Priestley, that we need 
merely refer the reader to his tracts and disquisitions 
upon, the subject, and pass on to other parts of the 
note before us. ^' It is hardly to be supposed, that 
an author writing for the instruction of Hebrew 
christians, would have omitted to trace the descent 
of Christ from Abraham and David.** This I freely 
grant; it is not likely. The genealogy is in its 
proper place, and indi^ensably necessary to the gos- 
pel of which it forms a part. But, I must have leave 
to add, that it is quite as hardly^ to be supposed that 
an author writing for the instruction of Hebrew chris- 
tians should omit to show that the Mesriah was bom 
at Bethlehem in Judea. I say not, ^' of a virgin^^ 
though this m^ht well be added, but at present I 
shall only insist upon the former circumstance. This 
to Hebrew christians was quite as necessary as the 
genealogy j for we find by reference to John, vii. 42, 
(a passage not disputed by the Editors) that even 
those who judged our Saviour to be a Galilean by 
birth, as well as readence, knew that the Messiah, 
the Christ, ought to be bom at Bethlehem. Therefore, 
all things considered, the Hebrew Gospel of Samt 
Matthew would have been grievously and essentially 
defective without some testimony of this son, the 
Hebrews themselves being judges ~But to return 
again to the note. 

All the evidence adduced from Epiphanius, about 
the Gospels of the Nazarenes, Ebionites, Cerinthians, 
and Corpocratians, as defective in these particulars, 
is nothing in comparison with the argument that 
follows, and which, if admissible, must needs settle 
the question. " The i8th verse begins,'* say the 
Editors, " a new story, which continues to the end 

of 
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of the second chapter. This could not have been writ* 
ten (this is certainly coming to the poilit)^ this could 
n^ have been written by the Author of the getiealogy^ 
for it contradicts hk design, wl^h ws© to prore thstf 
Jesus, being the son of Joseph, was the descendant 
of Abraham and Dayid ; whereas the design of this 
narrative is to shew that Joseph was not his real . 
feither.— This account therefore of the miraculoiis 
conception of Jesus, must have been wanting in the 
copies of Cerinthus and Carpocraies, as well as in 
those of the Ebionites : and if the Genealogy be ge* 
nuine, this narrative must ke q)urious/' Tins is de- 
cisive : nothing surely can be advanced against siich 
a discovery. And yet to overset the whole of k, we 
9eed not go far, the Editors themselves have amply 
applied us with an answer to all this^ in Marie, clu 
villi 38. The Editors, without hesitation, adnut the 
following reading : *' Of him the son of man also 
shall be ashamed, when he cometh in the gbry of his 
father^ with the holy angels.** Whom do they here 
account the father of the son of man /— *They also 
fredy admit the following passage : Mark, xiv. 61, 62. 
^' Again the High Priest asked hiin, and eotth unto 
bim, Art thou the Christ, the son of tiie blessed God ? 
And Jesus said, / am ; and ye will see the son of man 
sitting at the right hand of power^ and coming with 
the clouds of Heaven."-— Could these thii^s have 
been wrkten, let us ask, by those who really jiStdged 
our Lord to be ^nly the son of man* ? Is not the con- 
tradiction 

* [Otliw ca«e8 a« stroflg^ or evefft stronger might be adduced ; 
fnost particularly, the one selected by the learned Reviewer of 
Mr. Belsham*8 book on the person of Christ, in the British Critic, 
Vol. xxxix. 30. (Luke> ii. 49.) — " How is it that ye sought me I 
Wist ye not that I must be about my Fathef^s business/' Was 
^ aiiJy business of Joseph* 5 ? or if so, why should they seek him 
"sorrowing?" or how came they ''rtot'* to •* uttderstand" 
what he was about ? or, Why should his Mother bo careful t*. 
keep Ms sayings about any s^ci business in her heart ? or, finally^ 
^ ■ Whftt 
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Iradiction as glaring in one instance as the other ? 
The Editors will say no.— One is literal and the other 
fignratiye.— -'One qpeaks of a son of God, the other 
m a persoQ bo|ti of the Holy Ghost. This I shall 
not stop to settle. It is sufficient for our purposes 
to turn over only one leaf, with the Editors, and take 
thdr own words. For there we are actually told, 
fand it is urged upon us as a forcible argument J, 
that had the account of the miraculous conception 
been a genuine narrative^ it could not have been unac-* 
ceftMe to the Ebionitcs, nor would it at all have thili^ 
tated against the doctrine of the proper humamtj of 
Christy which was uniyeradly held by the Jewish 
christians^ (see before,) it bemg a feet analogous to 
the miracttlous birth of Isaac, S^uei, and other eml« 
nent persons of the Hebrew nation/* 

Tins analogy, in all its bearing, I entirely deny ; 
but shall not dwell on it. It is enough to point out 
the inconsistency alluded to. We are told on one 
side of the leaf, that if the account of the descent 
from Joseph be true, the account of the miraculous 
conc^tion by the Holy Spirit must be spurious, and 
yet on the other side only of the veiry same leaf we 
are told that such miraculous conception does not 
interfere with his proper humanity. With such criricf 
^d such reasoners, how can we stir a step ? In the 
last place, however, I agree with them,^— for I dq 
not think that the miraculous conception does interfere 
l^ith the proper hiunanity of Christ. I fully think 

What butmess could Joseph have for him to do, among the 
Poctors of the Temple ? 

But some are for rendering the passage, '' Wist ye not that I 
must be in my Father's House ?**.^Thi8 would only make the 
case stroBger. Was the TempU the House of Joseph /— 7il«# 
Bostrensisf one of the writers cited by Hammond and Whitby^ m 
support of this rendering, expressly says, E#f t»» mof w ra w, f^, 
UK tid£iT£ oTt ly Toij Tu wfltlpoj fxu Je4 uwu (At ;— Bcing in the Temple of 
GOD, he taid^ Knew ye not that I murt be in my FATHER'S 
House?] 

he 
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he was man, and the son of man, though bom bv 
the immediate influence of the Holy Spirit. I think 
his genealogy quite as applicable to his mother as to 
his reputed father. The laws of the Jews made 
these matters identical and reciprocal. 

If Joseph was the husband of Mary, it has always 
bieen pretty generally allowed, that he could not have 
been sOy had he not been exactly of the same tribe 
and family as herself, and if so, the genealogy applies 
to both : and of Mary he was most indisputably bom. 
There is no commentator of any repute, antient or 
modern, to whom we might not refer to settle this 
point. Mary's pedigree arid descent was mvolved in 
that of her husband Josq)h ; and '' an Author writing 
for the instruction of Hebrew christians,'* must have 
known this. 

The note next proceeds to say, that if it be true 
as Luke relates. Chap. iii. 23, that Jesus was en- 
tering upon his thirtieth year (see Wakefield's Trans- 
lation) in the fifteenth year of Tiberius, he must have 
been born two years at least after the death of H^od, 
*' a circumstance which alone invalidates the whole 
story." See Lardner's Works, Vol. I. p. 432. Here 
again they come most decisively to the point. We 
should at 'least suppose that this " must have been'' 
has the sanction of the great authority they cite, and 
yet, Lardner (to whom they so very confidently refer) 
actually enters upon this very difficulty, with the fol- 
lowing remark ; '^ It may be made appear several 
waysj that Jesus was born above a year^ probably 
above two years^ before Herod died !** So that I 
here shall beg leave to join in the reference, and 
intreat the reader to turn to Lardner, and see how 
ably and satisfactorily he combats the difficulty, and 
in bow many ways he unravels the mystery.* 

I make 

* [In the Reply to 'Dt.'Magee in the Monthly Repository, 
already noticed, this strange appeal to Lardner is still defended. 

It 
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I make this reference with the less scruple because 
their own model. Archbishop Newcome, does so too. 
He expressly sends us to Lardner, not to confirm the 
diificulty, but to solve it. See his note on Luke, iii. i. 

We are next told in these notes on St. Matthew, 
(for those on St^ Luke are still to come) that " it 
is indeed highly improbable that no notice should 
have been taken of these extraordinary events by 
any contemporary writer ; that no expectation 
should have been excited by them ; and that no 
allusion should have been made to them in any 
other passage of Scripture. I would ask what 
contemporary writer was there to notice them ? 
Josephus was not born till many years after, and 

It 18 there ^aidy tbat '^ Dr. Lardher has shown, to the sattsfactiom 
of all lewrned men, that Herod died at least 1 7 years and 9 months 
before the decease of Augustus." 

It is certainly very odd that having done as these Editors pre- 
tend, Dr.Ldrdner himself, though undoubtedly not only a learnedf 
but a *uery learned man^ should not be one of those who were so 
fully satis&ed with bis own account of matters ; fur, in my copy of 
his works, at least, 1 find, that after comparing three several com- 
putations of Herod's death, he concludes with these very words, 
** which is the truth, I dare not determine." This, added to 
the remark above, plainly shewtf, as far as I can judge, that Dn 
Lardner neither agreed in the opinion that Jesus was bom after 
the death of Herod, nor pretended to have attained to any cer- 
tainty as to the precise date of the latter event. 

The " calm inquirer^* who is the Answerer of Dr. Magee is 
the Monthly Repository, has more upon the subjed, but it if 
really beneath the notice of any grave and candid critic, nor is it 
of much importance, on this account ; tl^ Mr. Belsham^ the prin- 
cipal Editor of the improved Version, in a work, entitled a 
'^ Ccdm Inquiry'* into the Scripture Doctrine concemiHg the Per* 
son of Chnst, though he has repeated the objection, has prudeotlf 
dropped and omitted the reference to Lardner. His book was pub- 
lished one year after my own remarks, and therefore I hare a 
reasonable ground to hope, that, in this instance, he stood cor- 
rected by my animadversions, though he certainly makes no ac» 
knowledgment of it. See the Review of his Book in the British 
Critic, VoL xxxtiil 459.3 

he 
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he had great reason for suppressing sueh relariins. 
See Archbishop Newcomers note and references on 
Matthew, ii. i8. Could any author be particularly 
named that was so situated and circumstanced 
as to be likely to record such transactions, the 
Evangelists excepted ? Though indeed it should 
be noticed that the Unitarians often intunate that 
these accounts were borrowed from the spurious 
Gospels and narratives relating to Jesus particularly, 
and his Virgin Mother. Such histories were cer- 
tainly written, and by contemporary authors; but 
it remains to be proved that, extravagant as they 
were, they had yet no foimdation whatever in 
truth. The " Gospel of the infancy of Jesus j* and 
the " Gospel of the birth of Mary^'' are titles that 
rather imply the actual truth of the accounts in 
Matthew and Luke •. . Why take the trouble of 
going back to the very infancy of Jesus, or why 
dwell upon the birth of Mary, if as an infant Jesus 
was generally held to have been merely such, and 
Mary but a common mother ? Why not write a 
Gospel of the birth of Joseph as well as Mary, or 
c^ the infancy of John the ^ptist ? It cannot how- 
ever be pretended that no contemporary writer 
noticed these events. The censual tables and pub- 
lic records of the Empire may be said to have 
borne some testimony to them. The temporary 
sojournment of the parents of Jesus at Bethlehem, 
accords so particularly and so remarkably with the 

♦ See my Letter to Mr. Stone. Dr. Priestley, in his Post^ 
humous Work, (Notes on the Bible), obaerves, that the spurious 
Goniels were written after the genuine ones^ and ^< in imiiaiion 
of the four generally received.'' See Vol. III. p* lo. It would 
•cem tiien that my conjecture is not unreasonable. The gtuimt 
Barrttiyes of the miraculous conception, might naturally lead to 
the publication of the Gospels of the infancy of Jesus, the 
birth cf Mary, &c. But if not genuine, why attempt to ascend 
Ugher than tne inspired Evangelists ? 

4 Prophecies 
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Ptofbeck$ relaung to the birth .of the Mes&ah, diat 
ti}is evmt alone is as extraordinary and providen« 
tial as ^uny, and this appears to have been express- 
ly registered. I must confess that the appeals 
made by Justin Martyr and Tertullian to the public 
registers of the Empire, and the particular mention 
of these evidences by St. Chrysostom, fully satisfy 
9)e that something of the kind notoriously existed* 

As for . the expectations excited, if the account 
be but true, there were many such. The visit of 
the Magi, the alarm of Herod, the astonishment 
of the &hq)herds, the Prophecies of Simeon and 
Afina, are surely remarkable enough. I'hat great 
opponent of Chnstianity, Mr. Collins, in his Scheme 
of literal Prophecy, admits that very extraordinary 
expectations were raised by the birth of Jesus*. He 
expressly mentions, the opinion of the Virgin Mary^ 
that the child with which she* was t^ should help 
brael. He mentions and dwells upon^ the Prophecy 
of Zacharia^, who declares that that child .was the 
person spoken pf by the Prophets, who should ^^sare 
Israel ^om their aiemies, and from the hand of all 
that hated them." He speaks also of the insiurrec^ 
tions of the Jews in consequence of such expectation 
and other matters. 

But in my opinion S/. Luke^s account is at once 
a sufficient answer to all such objections. The cou^ 
duct of the Virgin mother is described in a very 
striking manner, and is exactly sUch as we might 
expect and suppose, if we consider that it was mani* 
festly among the purposes of God, not fully to reveal 
the Messiah, till a long time afterwards. 

She is represented as doubtful in some degree, an4 
yet by no means disposed to question the mtei^o- 
sition of Providence. Upon the report made by thi 

* $f^ alsp NeweopEie*9 note on Luke^, ii. aj. 

shepherds 
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shepherds that they had been favoured vnth an an* 
gelic vision concerning the child, '^ all that heard it,*' 
we are informed^ " wondered at those things which 
were told them by the shepherds." " But/* it is 
added, " Mary kept all these things in memory, 
considering them in her heart,'* a circumstance par-^ 
ticularly repeated upon the extraordinary occasion of 
his being found, when only ii years of age, among 
the teachers in the Temple. 

Were such events to occur in our days at the 
birth of any child, no doubt we should be inclined 
to think, the story would spread rapidly, and not be 
easily forgotten. But the miraculous occurrences5 
the signs and visions vouchsafed under the Jewish 
polity, had made such matters too familiar, to admit 
of so general a -surprise, as we might apprdiend 
would be the case. The Jews of those days were 
particularly disposed to dispute all miracles; those 
that they even saw our Saviour perform, they referred 
to magic. '^ Nihil non nugacissimi fingunt,** (says 
Vorstiusj of the Jews in after times^ and the same 
inight have been applied to many of those who lived 
Airing our Saviour's appearance in the flesh,) 
" These egregious triflers invent any thing to avoid 
being obliged to confess that our Jesus performed his 
miracles by the power, and as it were, the finger of 
God.** So far from attending^ much to the circum- 
stances that accompanied our Lord's birth, most of hfe 
contemporaries were more likely to have turned away 
from the persons who testified of such matters, while 
his low birth and early sufferings must even Have 
been offensive to those whose expectations of a tem- 
poral deliverer had been excited by the Prophets. 

To Abraham and Sarah, as well as to Joseph and 
Mary, much was revealed of the future fortunes of 
their son ; much that wa^ quite out > of the course 
of nature, (as these Editors admit), attended the 

birth 



Digitized by 



Google 



Verikn cf the New Testamim. if 

birdi af Isaac ; yet vne do not find that the eyes of 
the worid in general were faJeA upon faim, or that 
eren his own parents fully understood the whole 
purport of the promises and signs vouchsafed them. 
Herod does not appear to have been ever certified 
whether Jesus was cut off among the infants 
shughtered at Bethldiem. The angel that warned 
his parents to flee with him into Egypt, we may be 
very certain, did not appear or make known his ^rand 
to Herod, or any others at Jerusalem. This was 
evidently dcme secretly, and whatever construction 
we may be diqx>sed to {Hit upon the vision, it plainly 
shows that, in die opinion of the writer, an open 
and general manifestation of the Messiah, was at that 
time by no means intended. 

It appears from the history of our Lord, that 
thirty years were to elapse before he entered upon 
his ministry. During this period, it seems to have 
been requisite, that so £ur from his being ^erally 
made known, God should even ^' exert his divine 
power,*' (as die Editors remariL upon another occa* 
fkoa) ^^ to restrain men from so beholding him as to 
know him." We are reminded by tte Editors them- 
selves^ that there was a tradidoa among the Jews, 
that after the Messiah should be bom, he would 
be ccmveyed away and miraculously concealed 'tiU 
Elias came to^ reveal and anoint him. The Jews 
would rejfiBf this to some future coming of the rea( 
Elias } but if we apply it to the j^ptist, as we are jus« 
tified in doing, it comes nigh to th« truth* 

Though, however, a temporary concealment and 
<^)scurity se^n to have been thus entirely connstent 
with the purposes of God, yet in order that all the 
Prophecies should meet m hkn, and him ak)ne, such 
occurrences as are related to have taken pkce, were 
indispensable to the grand scheme of the Christian 

C dispensation^ 
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dispensation. His fairth and birth-place, required to he 
marked and distinguish^ by peculiar evidences : all 
which, as I obferved before, is r^narkably confirmed, 
by the reprefent^ition given' us of Mary's conduct. 
She, we are told, noticed and regarded all that passed 
with wonder and astonishment, by no means fo. care- 
lessly, as to suffer any thing^to escape her observation* 
She kept every thing in her memory ^ " pondering them 
in her heart.** Mary survived her Son, and must 
needs have been questioned about hisb irth and child- 
hood, when his ministry and miracles, sufferings, 
death and resurrection, became matters of so great 
interest to his followers. Now the account given by 
the Evangelists seems to be exactly such an account 
as the mother of our Lord would have given, and St. 
Matthew and St. John, at least, must have known the 
Virgin Mary well. All the extraordinary events, as 
they occurred, are mentioned, as matters which at the 
rime excited wonder and amazement, mixed vAth a 
becoming resignation to the will of God, and submis- 
sion to his dispensations. She praised God, it seems, 
for the appearances vouchsafed, and pondered every 
thing in her heart, but still waited for further reve- 
ktions. 

One incident occurred during his childhood which 
particularly drew her attention : at twelve years of 
age, she found him sitting among the teachers in the 
Temple, both hearing them, and asking thert^uestions ; 
every one being' astonished at his understanding and 
answers. This then set her again considering. " She 
kept," we are told, " all these things also in her 
heart * :" nor should it be omitted, that our Saviour'^ 

' * * Crotiui up<in thig j(ays, ** Qaod idco videtur a Luca cx- 
ifltssum quia ipfam habd>at harum narrationum auctoremV 

[Compare the conduct of Jacob, Gen. xxxvii. 1 1 . and see the 
notes on Gen. iii. in Goadby*s Bible.^ 

reply 
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Tcphf to har on this occasion seems to carry in it an 
allusion to the miraculous conception, << Knew ye not 
that I must needs be in my Father's house.** It is 
added, indeed, that his parents understood not the 
things which he spake unto them. But the force of 
Ae Greek term (ruimxav, as well as of the correspon- 
dent Latin term inteliexerunt^ is, that they did not 
perfectly and entirely apprehend all that he intended by 
the speech, (seeLeigh*s Critica Sacra, Doddridge, &c.) 
And this agrees therefore with the imperfect knowledge 
they then had of God's designs. That they might 
have understood it in part, our Lord's own words 
expressly imply. That Mary attained to a full under- 
standing of his divine powers, even before they weri 
openly exerted, is evident from her behaviour at the 
marriage feast at Cana, and the directions she gave 
t& preparatory to I6sj!rst miracle. During his mi- 
nority, and private conversation, as he wrought no 
miracles, his conduct and character must needs have 
been less noticeable : but when the events of his life 
and ministry were to be recorded, who could more 
exacdy supply the materials relating to his birth, in- 
fancy, aiul cluldhood, than his mother, and who could 
doubt her testimony after the resurrection and ascension 
of her crucified son? 

I have dwelt the longer on this, because to those 
who have not time or disposition to examine thoroughly 
into matters, the objection may appear to have some 
degree of plausibility ; whereas this slight expectatioi^ 
excited, and the little notice tak^i of Jesus before his 
baptism,, were particularly consistent with the views of 
Providence. 

That no allusion is made to these extraordinary 
events in any other passage of the sacred writings, 
(the next objection of the Editors) and that the 
reasoning from the prophecies of the Old Testament 

C 2 are 



Digitized by 



Google 



ao ftm^rks w the improved 

^e mconclusive, are mere pretences* The reasoning 
from the prophecies of the Old Testament must have 
beai conclusive to the extent that the writer intended, 
whether he was an impostor or inspired ; and though 
expositors should differ for ever as to the ii^recise 
manner in which the events and the prophecies are to 
be accommodated to each other, no diificuky of this 
kind can tend to prove the narrative not genuine. 
But the fact is, that to many wise men, and most 
profound scholars, the reasoning has been held to be 
most strikingly conclusive, and therefore no bare 
assertion to the contrary can be any subject of criticism. 
(See, among other writers. Bishop Kidder^s Demons 
stratim of the Messiah ; Jenkin^s Reasonahlaiess of the 
Christian Religion; Leslie's Method with the Jews 
and Deists ; Lelamfs Deistical Writers, &c. &c* &c.) 

The other objection, that no allusion is made to the 
miraculous conception and birth of Jesus, in any other 
paffages of Scripture, depends entirely upon the con- 
struction put upon various passages which might be 
selected. To an Unitarian, such expressions as ** God 
sent his own Son in the likeness, of sinfol flesh;'* 
** The Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us ;** 
^ God sent forth his Son made of a woman, made 
under the law ;" may seem to carry in them no allu^ 
sion to any thing out of the common course of things; 
but to thc^e who believe the accoimts of the miracu- 
lous conception of J^us, nothing can be more direct 
and conclusive than such references. It is a mena 
begging of the question then to pretend that no such 
allusions exist *. If the narrative be true, all these 

* Unitarians themselves seem to admit this ; in the most recent 
publications of Mr. Belsham and Dr, Carpenter, I find it very 
justly acknowledged, that supposing the do6irines of Chrift's 
pre- existence and superior nature to be true, the Scriptures un- 
doubtedly contam expressiont that may fairly be held to coudite* 
nanqe such opinions. 

expressiotis 
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expressiond are the Wrongest allusions possible ; if it 
be not true, they are as near a!s can be totally unintel- 
figible. The Editors are careful enough to prevent, 
if they can, any such impressions. They add a note 
on GaL iv. 4. expressly to inform the world, that 
•* bom of a woman,** bears no allusion to the supposed 
miraculous conception of Christ. It is a common 
Jewish phrase to express a proper human being ; and 
they r^fer us to many passages in Job to prove this. 

Now a common Jewish phrase must have been too 
general to express that person who was to be, in a 
most peculiar manner, the seed of the woman who 
Was to bruise the serpent's head. * This prophecy can 
never be done away, nor its application to him about 
whom Paul was writing : but Tertullian would have 
accused the Editors of a trick in rendering it " born 
of a woman ;** the received text is " made of a 
woman ;'*— « Paulus grammatids istis,*' says Tertul- 
lian, ^ silentium tmponit, inquiens, misit Deus filium 
suum FACTUM £X MtJLiEKE. Nimquid per mulierem 
vel in mulierem? Hoc quidem impressiils, quod 
PACTUM potitis didt quim. natum. Factum aiitem 
dicendo, et verbum caro factum est, consignavit ; et 
camis veritatem ex virgine lactam asseveravit." The 
Editors may cite against this, we are aware, both 
Cyprian ana Augustme, who read it *• bom,** natum : 
but the Syriac ^rsion and the Vulgate, support the 
common reading ; and Beza declares, that in his 
opinion ^ certd expositio vera est.** But to return 
frdm this digression. 

It is next insisted upon, that " if the account be 
true, the proper name of Jesus, according to the 
uniform custom of the Jews *, would have been 

" Jesus 

• Thi» is very questionable. See NewcoMe's Note oti Acts 
%\, 4. where he particularly instance^ the case of our Lord's 

C 3 being 
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" Jesus of Bethlehem/* not " Jesus of Nazareth.*' 
This then, I am sorry to say, can only be considered 
as a plain declaration on the part of the Editors, 
that our Saviour was not born at Bethlehem, and 
therefore to all intents and purposes not the Messiah. 
For it appears to have been generally held that the 
Messiah should not only " come of the seed of 
David, but out of the town of Bethlehem where 
David was," as it is expressed, John, vii. 42, with 
reference, no doubt, to Micah, v. 2, which the Chaldee 
Paraphrast expressly applies also to the Messiah. 
And this alone is a great proof of the authenticity 
of St. Matthew's account ; for what other record is 
there to be produced to show that he answered this 
criterion ? The censual tables, if they existed to the 
time of Chrysostom, as has been alleged, are certainly 
not now to be appealed to. The Editors conjecture 
some early Gentile convert . might be the author of 
the fiction, who hoped, by elevating the dignity of 
the founder, to abate the popular prejudice against 
the sect. They might much more reasonably suspect 
some Jewish convert : the fact bang absolutely neces- 
sary to the proof of his being the Messiah. Indeed such 
a proof and testimony is so necessary^ that the Scripture 
would not be fulfilled without it. , 

There is nothing Unitarians are more ready to do 
than to send the Trinitarians to the Jfews, in order to 
try upon them the effect of their opinions : and it 
vas but the other day that the world was, in a most 
strange manner, called upon to acknowledge the 
principle, that Jewish prophecy is the sole criterion 

being called Jesus of Nazareth, to prove that Gaius might, froiQ 
residence, reasonably be called a Macedonian, though he was horn 
at Derbe in Lycaonia. [See ahtf Patrick on Deut. xxvi. 5. and 
the cases cited by the learned author of the Ammadvertiom on the 
improved Version, p. 9.] * 

' -if 
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of genuine Christian Scripture. Let us then, in this 
case, have leave to refer the Editors and encouragers 
of this improved version, to the Jews : let them tell 
them that the Messiah was not born at Bethlehem. 
If any modern Jews give up this criterion, we 
will venture to say they are not proper Jews ; and if 
any Christians abandon the history, they are not 
proper Christians. The Chief Priests and Pharisees 
confirmed the matter also negatively, declaring it to 
be contrary to their history or traditions that the 
Messiah should be a Galilean. Therefore if Jesus 
was not bom at Bethlehem^ we have the testimony of 
the contemporary Jews that he could not be the 
Messiah ; and we have also the testimony of the 
Chief Priests and Pharisees, that if he was bom at 
Navusreth^ it would be contrary at least to their history 
and traditions, (if not expressly to their prophecies *) 

to 

* The expression ^* search and look,** seems at if they referred 
to the prophecies upon this point, which, indeed is scarcely to 
be qHeftioned, wheo prophecies relative to the birth-place of 
Christ were plainly suppoaed to exist, as that of Micah. They 
overlooked one thing, namely, that the I^phets in general had 
intimated that he should be called in contempt and scorn m 
Naxarency as many able commentators explain. Matt. ii. 23. 
The taunt against him, tlierefore, for hems a Nazarene, was 
consistent with this intimation of the prophets, for that this 
was no express prophecy, but an intimation rather, seema 
plain from the Evangelist^s terms ; *' H«c verba on fia^uficcio^ 
MXti^nmixt non sunt alicujus veteris propheta verba, sed Evan- 
gelistac Matthaei ; referri euim debent non ad to ^ndiy, sed ad 
70 ®;.iip(tfd^. Quomodo quod per prophetas praedictum est de 
eo, propterea implebitur qu6d habitavit in Nazareth? Quia 
Nazarenus, inde accepta occasione vocabituir : quo nomine 
varia Variorum prophetarum vatipinia implentur ac typi." 
Vid. Alex, Mori, Not. ad Qusedam JLoca Novi Fcederis. rm». 
1668. 

I am reminded by a learned correspondent, that Jerome trans- 
lating from the Nazarene Gospel has " Quomam Nazaraeus vo- 
jpabitur." Sec Michaelis, vol. 5, p. 167, edit. i8ot. 

C 4 Acir«:umi» 



Digitized by 



Google 



24 Rmarks $n the improved 

to receive bim as such* I have of course not iimted 
upcm the ajisw«: given to Herod by the Chief Priests 
and ScribeSf (Matth. ii. 5«) as not bemg of sufficient 
authority in the estimation of the Editors. 

But it seenxs, ova Lord is repeatedly spoken of in 
the Gospels, as " the son of Joseph,'' without any 
intimadon on the part of the historian, that th»» 
language is incorrect And here we have the usual 
Unitarian references, viz. Matth.xiil 55. Luke,iv. 22, 
John, i. 45. vi. 42. In every one of which passages, 
thpugh indeed no parenthesis tells us, on the part of 
the historian, that the language is incorrect, the ccm- 
text intimates, as plainly as possible, that he was 
something far higher than the mere << son of Joseph/* 
One historian, however, whose particular testiniony is 
XK)t among the for€;g<4ng references, diongh it is only 
z few verses above what they ^ cite, has al^fays been 
held to intimate, (by a certain parenthesis) that the 
title of " son of Joseph,'* was not altogether crorrect. 
Tlie Unitarians have always been in the habit of 
expunging or altering this text. The present Editors 
^opt the latter method. Instead of the recrived 
leading of Lok^ iii. 23. ^' being (as was supposed) 
the son of Joseph,, they read, bang (as was allowed 
by law) the son of Joseph, i. ^ say idiey, entered in 
the public registers ;" and Pearce is cited in proof 
(&f this. 

If those public r^gi^ters stated that Jesus was the 
son of Joseph, they probably stated also that he was 
bom at Bedileliem, and wer^ in £stct th^se yery 

A circumstance more p^ticularly to he Qoticed, btcauie, #• 
I>r. Marsh ablv obsenres^ i% amoi]nt& to a proof that Jeromti 
who transcribea the Nazarene Gospd, actuallv quoted fro«> ii 
the 2d ch. of Matthew, and yet he i& expressly cited by the 
Sditors as a joint evideoce with EpiDbanius, that these chapter! 
were wanting ia the Oos^fla qf tlie tWitnea lyod £)>ioBites. 
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legbters or ceinwal tables rtferred to by Justin and 
Teftullian, in proof of the very point in dispute. 
Thsx these taUes or registers should describe hmi as 
the son of Josq>h is quite regular, he being the hus« 
band of his mother Mary, though his birth and con* 
ception might nererth^ess be miraculous ; but at all 
tventSy and let etdiar rendering be received, one may 
as fairly be understood as a qualification of the 
expression as d^ other. By the Unitarians own 
accoimt, the notoriety of his connection with Joseph 
was such as to need no appeitl to the register for such 
a simpfeiact^ If then die account of me miraculous 
conception be but true, the parenthesis pvtxi as the 
Editors r^der it, is just as strong. It would then 
run thus, ** Slid Jesus himsetf began to be about thirty 
years of age, bang (not actually but as he is described 
in the registers) me scm of Joseph, who was the son 
of Heli.*^ The latter member of which clause deserves 
partictilar notice^ because it tends to show, (in the 
estunatkm <4 most commentators), that the pedigree is 
kmnec^tely carried from the imputed or " supposed** 
Either, into his mother^sfamily. The endeavour to do 
away the recaved r^dering ♦, is a tacit acknowledge 

^ S^ QfWtbigVt nott on Luke, vL 2$, where tlie common 
yendcdog, *^ as wt| tuppoaed," receives great support. Both 
Newcome and Wakefield adopted it, as ^e Editors admit. In 
-the Monthly Repository for 0£iober9 i8of, a corre8poodent» 
who signs him^etfTheoIoguSy contends that «;» «;; ivop^iro t/io; 
lwrt:<r» peaat w, heipg U naMtjf as he was supposed to be, 
itbe sou of Joseph ; but the oueftion returns, agamft whom i* 
tuch an ayseTeratioa suppoiea to be adyauced; vthct douhu 
exffted upon this head ? for that it implies a doubt is evident* 
sad iii4tfd the writer himself admits it, when he says it al* 
htflet to the narrative, ch. iv. 2%, The observatba there re^ 
^rdedt ^* It sot this Joseph's sonf" ta surely aSsmuch as to say. 
How comes this man> if he be naerely Joseph's son, to utter such 
gracKms words, so much aboTt our ezpectationsj and so wonder* 
Juir Scfttbt^ics* 
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maat of the strcmg sense it conveys, and as it has the 
sanction of ancient versions, and the consent of most 
able critics, it niay be still not only (Mended, but in- 
sisted upon. 

The rendering of the Editors (" as was allowed by 
law"), happens particularly to militate againstGrotius's 
argument in refutation of Africanus, who supposed 
that Luke gave the legal, Matthew the natural genea- 
logy. Grotius contends that the case is exactly the 
reverse. That Matthew gives the legal, Luke the 
natural pedigree ; and therefore that wo/tuffTp, if it 
signified any reference to the registers, should have 
been adopted by Matthew, and Matthew's term 
iytpv%<ri been transferred to Luke ; but as he justly 
remarks, •* Quod vim vocum attment, primum illud 
tift^(jbi^iro non ad totum stenunatis contextum patinet, 
sed ad Jesiun solum, qui Josephi Alius mn traU sed 
vulgo putabatiu".** 

There has beai another parenthesis proposed, which 
deserves consideration. " Jesus (being as was sup- 
posed the son of Joseph) of Heli,*' i. e. " Jesus (who 
was supposed to be the son of Joseph) was the son 
(or grandson) of Heli.^' This would . particularly 
accord with the original, l Iti(ri?r— w*', w? tvofxi^iro, uitc 
It^fiff. T« Ha». As there are no parentheses express 
m ancient MSS. it must be left to the judgment of 
every reader how he places them ; but, according to 
the common reading, Joseph and Heli are so conjoined 
as to appear to be son and father, wfakh was not the 
very feet, except as son4n-law and fether-in-law, 
which however would do. But the term viq^ is not 
repeated before Hai in the Greek, a^ the common 
version has it, and as the Editors read it ; and as 
neither Joseph nor Jesus were directly the sons of 
Heli, the truth would^ be best expressed by marking 
only the descent of Jesus from Heli^. (Se« Kidder's 

Demon^ 
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Penumstradon, and Trapp on the Gospds.) Luke 
as a Gentile, writing for the in8tructi(^ of Gentiles^ 
might with propriety go into the mother's family, 
which Matthew was precluded doing, as not custo- 
mary with the Jews. With them it was a rule, that 
" the family of the mother is not called a funily ;*' 
but it should be noticed, as Bishop Kidder suggests^ 
that on this very account, possibly, Jesus was ordained 
to be conceived, not of a free, but of an espoused virgin, 
that by the family of Joseph, the family of Mary might 
be known ;| and he cites Cotelerius in Epist. Ignadi 
ad Ephes. who hath collected several places to this 
purpose*. 

. I have now regularly considered the reasons stated 
in the two notes on St. Matthew, for printing hit 
account of the miraculous conception in Italic charac- 
ters, as bdng of doubtful authority. \t, remains to 
examine those in the same manner, which accompany 
the correspondent narrative in St. Luke. Upon these 
however I need not be so long, as most of them are 
answered in the replies already given. St. Luke's 
narradve is equally allowed to be extant in all the 
MSS. and versions at present known. It is again 
confidently stated that Herod mtut have been dead two 
years before our Saviour was bom t, and Lardner it 

* Hann|^ just treated of parentheses, we caanot avoid grriog 
a readine of Luke, i. 26, suggested by the Bishop, and whi<£ 
happens to be supported bv the express teftimony of Chryso* 
stom and Nicetas. Instead of '^ Gabriel was sent to a yirgin 
espoused to a man, whose name was Joseph^ of the house of 
David, and the virgin's name was Mary/' he proposes to read, 
"^^ to a virgm (espoused to a man whose name was Joseph) of 
1^ house of David/' connecting the latter clause with ^ -virgin ;** 
which the Greek admits, and fior which he gives may good 
reasons. 

f It is actually a third time insisted on ins note on Luke 
til. 23. 

a^aia 
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zgsiti quoted, as it weri, in procrf of this. Here is 
some parade of d^te^ in confirmation of the matter, 
all which are so ably discussed by Lardner, that I 
can only desire again to ]cm in the reference; begging 
that no reader will take things upon trust, but examine 
for himself ; for two circumstances are h«re notori- 
ously assumed, which cannot in any manner be 
proved. Rrst, that the fifteenth year of Tlberius's 
reign is to be dated from the death of Augustus, 
whereas in all likelihood his proconsular authority is 
to be included*. Secondly, that the date of the death 
of Herod is capable of bmg ascertained, which their 
own indefatigable referee, the learned Lardner, ac- 
knowledges he was unable in any mann^ to deter* 
mine* 

The Editors say, the latest period assigned is the 
spring. A, U. C. 751. Now this is certainly not 
true, Possinus in his Spicilegium Evangeucum, 
edited by that great scholar Fabricius, endeavouring 
to settle as he tells us, " Quo praecisfe anno sit de- 
fimctus (Herodes),'* fixes on the year 754 for the 
death of Herod, and dates the birth of Christ four 
years earlier. But why do pot the Editors tell us 
wfcat is true, namely, that Dr. Lardner, in the verr 
place where the date of 751 is assigned for the deatn 
of Herod, gives two computations of the birth of our 
Saviour, each of them falling short of the ibme date. 
The one September or October A, U. C. 748 ; the 

* [See the animadversiooft on the Improved Version, p. 3. 
where the adoption of such a mode of compujUitioa by Jatifiut 
in two instances is very properly adduced at a case ia point. See 
also Br. Car^ntn^% Geo^ofay of the New Te^ament, (an a«* 
thorii^ perfedly Unttanm!) where it^ is expressly stetecU that 
^' John the Baptist received his commission probably ab<Hit the 
middle of A, D. ays in the ijtli year. «l tbe ^oveimmeftt of Ti* 
beriusy uckoning from the commpnccnuni ofhhjotnt fovereignty wkk 

^UglUtUS''] 
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other Septembar or October 749 ♦. Instead of which 
ami ia defiance of their own chosen authority, diey 
again most peremptorily assure the reader, that Herod 
MUST HAVE BEEN dead two years before Christ was 
bom! Another reference is here made to Gratiuf, 
on Luke, iii« 23. who, for all that we can find, says 
not a word about it. He oideavours certainly to 
settle the date of our Saviour's entrance on his 
Ministry, but without the smallest allusion to the deadi 
of Herod, 

We are next caudoned against trusting to the au- 
thenticity of these clusters, on the high authority of 
Marcwnf who, we are told, though a reputed heretic^ 
was a man of learning and integnty, for any thing that 
appears to the contrary. I shall not stop to d^ute 
either his learning or integrity, because the learned 
may be mistaken, and the honest may be prgu-* 

* This latter date the karned Doddridge prefers^ who inclmef 
to adopt Dr. Lardner*t calculation, ratl^ than Mr. Manne't^ 
whose elaborate and elegant Dissertation on the Birth of Cbn& 
would alone serre to overset the confident assertion of the 
Editors. Mr* Manne thinks Christ was bom ia the spring oF 
747, and that Herod died about the Paflbver, A. U. C. 750, 
towards the end of March. 

[I had no opportunity, when the firft edition of tBs work 
went to the press, of consulting Dr. Hales* s very curious, elabo« 
rate* and interesting work on Chronology. I now gladly refer 
the Reader to his very able Discussion of the Christian £ra^ vol.u 
188, and to his Table of Gospel Chronology, p. 201. ; k wiH 
there be seen how little disposed he must be to grant as the re- 
suit of his owp profound researches, that Herod •* muil have bee* 
dead," two years before Christ was bom. It will there alsa 
be seen how many learned aien in times past liad luuidled tfaia 
difficulty, and decided agaiaft the Editors ; but the difficslty 
happened to be of a nature worth reviving for the purposes «x 
Uieir system — ^nothing less can be said of it« constderug the pe- 
remptory tone of theur dednon of matters, in defiance of all uut 
had been advanced to tha contrary. J 
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cSced *. I only know, that, like the Ebionites, he 
was a most notorious taker-awaj : as the Ebionites!, 
by the confession of the Editors, " took mvay^* even 
the genealogy, (they had previously taken away irom 
the Old Testament, as some allege, all but the books 
of the Pentateuch, nor did they admit the whole of 
them) IV^don is said to have taken away all the Old 
Testament, three of the four Gospels, several Epistles, 
and altered, abridged, or interpolated whatever he 
chose to retain. The Editors say he did this " like 
some moderns*" It is fit then surely, that we should 
keep a strict eye upon such takers-away^ for fear their 
learning and int^rity should be of the same preda- 
tory nature as Marcion's, and tempt them to commit 
trespasses as little to be justified. 

But St. Luke does not mention in his preface to 
the Acts of the Apostles, that his Gospel contained 

any 

• One Unitarian writer does not seem to hold him in much 
estimatibny '* absurd as that man shewed himself to be," saya 
Mr. Jones in his Illustrations of the Gospels. 

[The odd thing is, that let the character of Marcion have been 
what it might, the Editors apply his authority against himself ; 
one of his dogmata being plainly this ; that Christ was not a man^ 
but a Son of the Supreme God, and probably on this very account 
it was that he discarded tliat part of L.uKe\s Gospel which re- 
presents him as bom a man, while the Editors catch at this very 
omission to prove that he was not of divine^ origin. See Mr. Ren- 
aelPs Animadversions i pp. 3. 4. and Dr. Laurence* s third chapter. 

As to the Ebionites, I am more than ever puzzled to under-* 
stand what character they really bear with the Unitarian party ; 
kj the reply to Dr. Magee already spoken of, and which, if it pro- 
ceed not from the pen of the principal Editor of the Improved 
Version, he is much belied, the learned professor is not allowed 
to raise an argument against the Ebionitc omission of the miracu- 
lous conception, from the notorious blunder they committed in 
rejecting three of the Gospels, and all St. Paul*s Epistles. — " It may 
be 80,*' says the replyer. ** Then surely, they would be the more 
careful ot that Gospel which they retained ; and this Gospel 
which alone the Ebionites acknowledged as authentic, this Gospel* 

which 
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4^17- thing more thaii records of the public Ministry 
of Christ : he does not allude to the incidents con- 
tained in the two first chapters, ** which therefore 
probably were not written by him/* As this objection 
is allowed to reach ilo higher than to a bare proba- 
bility, I shall not spend any time upon it, except to 
observe, that neither are the incidents contained in 
the third chapter, included • in the short Summary ; 
Acts, i. I. which extends only to what " Jesus began 
both to do and to teach." The third chapter, how- 
ever, the Editors account genuine. And the learned 
author of the Animadversions has found in this very 
third chapter, a pretty plain allusion to the histories 
contained in the suspected chapters ; I cannot refrain 
from pointing it out. — St. Luke alone, it is to be 
observed, gives a detail of the circumstances oi the 
birth of the Baptist, chapter i. in a marked conformity 
with which, he alone also, of all the Evangelists, hk 
his third chapter, designates John as the ** Son of 
Zacharias^^ v. 2. I am confident that the conclusion 
drawn by Mr. Rennell is fair and just. 

They next tell their readers as brfore, that " If 
the accoimt of the miraculous conception of Jesus be 
true, he could not be the offspring of David and of 
Abraham, from whom it was predicted, and by the 
Jews expected ,that the Messiah should descend.** 
Now this is a downright falsehood / which I may say 
without rudeness, nay rather with some civility ; be- 
cause the Editors themselves had previously contra^ 

which they would upon no account enlarge or curtail, this purest 
Gospel ot Matthew wanted the two chapters."— Is it possible 
that he should have forgotten that they did, according to the 
Improved Versionists themselves, actually and positively curtail 
this Gofpel, and that GofpeU (as he so emphatically calls it), of the 
Geneeuogy, which the Cerinthian and Carpocratian gospel, purer 
than this purest of theEbionites, retained ?J 
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dicfeditmib&T noteon St Matthew, where we reid^ 
that the account of the miraculous concq>tk)n does 
'* not at all militate against the doctrine of the proper 
humanity of Christ^ J* 

They up on to repeat, that ^* there is no alluaon 
to any oi these extraordiniry facts in ather of the 

^ [This eoatradidion^ which, since the first puUication of my 
Remarks, has been noticed by Dr.Magee as well as myself, is not> 
I find, admitted by the Editors, or at least by the Replier to Dr. 
M. in the M. Repository (which! have befcnre said I lock imon 
as the same thing). In the Reply, it is contended, that in the nrst 
instance (referring to the note on Matthew) the Editors only say, 
that the account of the miraculous conception is contradi^ory to 
the purport of the genealogy, the sole object of which is to shew 
that Christ was the descendant of Abraham and David, in bein^ 
the yon of Jofej^, The account of the miraculous conception, 
therefore^ which shews him not \.o have been the son of Joseph, 
could not have proceeded from the same pen. In the second in- 
stance what they assert is, that the account of the miraculous 
conception coidd not have been unacceptable to theEbionites^being 
compatible with his proper humanity x but his proper humamty 
we maintain, was derived from his vMiher Mary, iimo according 
to the Jewish customs and institutions, must have been, as is gene- 
rally allowed, of the same lineage as her husband, that is, a de- 
scendant, in her own person, of Abraham and David; and with 
Mar^y in fact, the genealogy of St. Matthew temninates % « and 
Jacob begat Joseph,'* not the father of Jesus, but *' the husband 
of Marjy^ of nuhom Jesus was bom, who is called Christ." This 
evidently ^dimfr// the genealogy with the account of the miraculous 
conception, and the i8th verse does by no means '< begin a ne^ 
story,** as the Editors pretend. Ana thus the cittradUtion in 
eiFeA iremabs as strong as ever. If the miraculous conception, 
that is to say, do not interfere with the proper humanity of JeSus, 
it does not interfere with his descent from Abraham and David, 
nor consequently with what the Editors admit to be, the " sole 
objed** ot the genedogy ; both might admirably weU proceed from 
exactly the same pen. — FoUePMs even would tell them that Jesus 
was sufficiently the Son of Joseph in virtue of his adoption, to be 
the descendant^of Abraham and David ; nor do their own choice 
friends, the Cerinthians and Carpocratians, omit the mention of 
jif/irjr in addition to the name ot Joseph, in proving his descent 
fromAbraham andDavid. They maintained, says Epiphanius, iiMf 
TM Xfififj that Christ came, fc a«rf/p»)o( It/^np x«i» MAPI At.j 
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succeeding hi^torks of Luke, (see however above;) 
or in any other books of the New Testament. Jesus 
k unifirmly spoken of as the Son of Joseph and Mary, 
and as a native of Nazareth, and no eipectation 
whatever appears to have been excited in me publk 
mind by these wonderful and notorious events.'* 
Having replied to these objections before, I shall not 
dwdl upon them here, except to notice a few incorrect 
expressbns. 

Jesus is 110/ uniformly spoken of as the Son of 
Joseph and Mary; he is continually spoken of as 
« the Son of God ;'' " the Son of the most High ;'' 
"theSonofthelivmgGod;" theSonof "theBkssed;'' 
•* the only-begotten of God." He is not uniformly 
spoken ot as a native of Nazareth ; the Evangelists 
do not themselves declare him to be so in any one 
instance ; St. Luke in particular lays a stress upon 
his bang brought up at Nazareth. See Chap. iv. 16. 
Imp. Version. His Offonents accuse him of being 
sucli, as a reason for rejectinghixaf alleging particularly 
that if he were the Christ, he must have been bom at 
Bethlehem; that he was educated and dwelt at 
Nazaretl^ is granted ; but though by residaice and 
connections a Galilean, God's espeaal interposition 
appears to have been directed, to make him by birth a 
Bethlemite, of the city of David. 

Lastly, though the events attendkig his birth were 
wonderful enough to excite the awe and atteation of 
all who witnessed them, yet they were not public and 
notorious. Iferod himself^ nay, all Jerusalem, Eluding 
the Chief Priests and scribes of the people, were not 
let into the secret. Those who could very well tell, 
where the Messiah ought to be bom^ did not know 
where he was born ; a circumstance however duly 
discovered to others for the highest purposes, nahnrij) 
that some wimesses at least might be forthcoming to 
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establi^, when necessary^ that criterbn of his Mosdah- 
ship, his birth at Bethlehan in Judea. 

The date of the enrohnent. Chap. ii. i. is mentioned 
as a grott historical difficulty, without however the 
usual r^erence to Lardner, who, though he ortainly 
treats it as a difficulty, so unravels the myst^ as to 
leave it no longer such. 

<< That St. John the Baptist should be ignorant of 
the person of Christ is not probable if this narrative be 
true ;'' this is another objection of the Editors* 

Though it has been pretty generally supposed that 
John knew not the person of Jesus before his baptism, 
we are not quite certain that this was actually the case. 
In two instances John does certainly declare that he 
^< knew him not/' and these cases are cited by the 
£ditors, John, i. 31—34. But I should much ques* 
tion if more were implied by these terms than that 
he knew him not as the Messiah *, till it was epedally 
revealed to him on his aj^roach to be baptized. 

Grotius is disposed to adopt this interpretation ; but 
those who do not adopt i^ very rationally attribute 
his ignorance, to the providential interposition of God» 
to t£uke off all suspicion of conspiracy. See Beza and 
Doddridge. At all events no argument can be drawn 
from a circumstance ^which for any thing we know, 
might be accidental, zndfrom what we know, would 
ai^>ear to be providential : That it might even be 
accidental, the foUowmg circumstances niay serve to 
show. 

John was bom in the hill country, probably about 
Hebron, seventy miles from Nazareth (see Luke, i. 39. 

* * When this part of the Remarks was first published I had 
forgotten that Dr. Priestky was of the same opinion. See tiie 
third Volume of his Notes on the Bible, p. 36. \Aere the point is 
wtH argued. 
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6$. and Bell on die Missions of the Baptist and hsM 
Christ, pp. 116, 117.), and he abode in the deserts 
till Ins preaching, Luke, i. 8c. Jordan, where he 
baptized, was also far fixnn Nazareth, whence our 
Saidour is represented as commg to him. Their habits 
of ttfe were different ; fee Bell as before^ 145. 247, 
and note 254. See alfo pjurdcularly Doddridge's 
Family Expositor on John, i. 31. where are arguments 
to shew, that either accidentally or providentially^ they 
might very possibly have been personally unknown to 
each other. See alfo Holmes*s Bampton Lecture^ 
1782, Serm. iii. 

The last remark of the Editors relates to Ae pro- 
bability of interpolation ; in anfwer to thofe who 
think so large and ffross an interpolation would never 
have escaped detection, or been so esurly and so gene- 
rally received, we are reminded that it was not ad- 
mitted into the Hebrew copies of Matthew's Gospel, 
nor into Marcion's copies of St. Luke. That is, in 
fact, it was not to be foimd in that Canon of Scripture 
which Marcion and the Ebionites severally chose to 
adopt, but which was the case with very much more 
that is now universally allowed to be genuine Scrip* 
ture ; widi most of the historical, prophetical, and ha* 
gigi^raphical books of the Old Testament, and (in the 
case of Marcion particularly) with three of the four 
Qospels, many of the Apostolical Epistles, and the 
Apocalypse. Thus discarded, it must at least be al- 
lowed, it had honourable company, to keep it in coun- 
tenance, in its rejection and banishment ; and has just 
as much right, probably, to be restored to its proper 
place in the Canon of Sciripture. 
. But, It is added, " it is notorious that forged writ- 
ings, under the namea of the Apostles, were in circu- 
lation almost from the Apostolic age.^ ft is surely 
equally notorious, that when the Canon was compile^ 
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tb^se forgeries were quite as well kndwn to the com- 
pilers as to the Unitarians of the present day, and that 
so much has been set aside of these forgeries, and re- 
jected among the ^iMiimypot^K^ is in itself sufficient 
proof that all that has been retained imderwent due 
examination. ** If the orthodox charge the heroes, 
the heretics, we are told, equally charge the orthodox 
with corrupting the text." How could it be other- 
wise * ? And yet the orthodox may be quite right 

after 

* I confess I was at the first much surprized at so «trange a 
remark; but have been the more so since, upon reading tJbe fol- 
lowing citation from TertuUian in a letter m the Monthly Re- 
pository signed B . (probably Mr. Belsham the principal Editor of 
the Improved Version.) Ego meum dico verum, (says the 
honest TertuUian,) Marcion suum. Ego Marcionin adfirmo ad- 
uk^tum, Marcion meum. Quis inter nos determinabit ? Adv. 
Marcion : 1. 4. c. 3. It is plain that such recriminations frove 
nothing, the " Quis determinabit" is the main question still. 

[Thus stood the note in the first Edition, but it is now proper 
to observe, that having had no farther view in my rem^ks at that 
time than to point out the inconclufive effect of such mutual 
recriminations, I did not follow up the remark of TertulUan, 
which would have thrown more light on the 6ubje6t. It has since 
however been admirably done by Mr. Falconer of C.C. C.Oxford» 
vfi his Bamfton Lecture for 1 8io» sermon v. It will there be seen 
plainly enough, that there was some art in stopping at the word 
Jeterminabitilor that in fact TertuUian appealed directly from Mar- 
cion*8 copy to such as were olJer, and generaUy received in tl)c 
CatboRc Church. See this also exceedingly weU proved by Dr. ^11, 
in the arguments on the authenticity of the two first chapters of 
Luke's &ospel prefixed to" the third Edition of his Enquiry into 
the Missions of John the Baptist and Jesus Chril^, 18 10: both 
these learned authors have shewn with great effect, thitt let tiifc 
jtnHqmiy of Marcion* s Gospel be what it might, and his own con-, 
fident assertions of :ju genuineness ever so bold, TertuUian with 
eqiial confidence appealed to copies more antient, as weU as to 
the traditions of the jlpostoUcal and Catholic Churches. Thia is 
of the mcMTc importance, because the " calm Enquirer" is any thing 
but calm in his severe Stridures 00 J^t.Masfte for censuring the 
Editors on account of their o^-confidence m Marcion. He msists 
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^er all. The tJnttarians declare diat the Ebkmites 
improperly took away the genuine emealogy of Mat- 
thew. Would not the Ebionites, tf they could speak 
for themselves, retort, that the Unitarians very hnpro- 
perly receive it as genuine Scripture, and yet are not 
the Unitarians quite right in giving it a place in their 
Canon ? I ought indeed to say the Editors of this 
Version, rather than the Unitarians in general, for 
there are some of the Is^er, who, like the Ebionites 
of old, are for taking away " even the genealogy ;'• 
but with these I have little to do at present. 

It was easier, say the Editors, to introduce interpo- 
ladons when copies were few and scarce, than since 
they have been multiplied to so great a degree by 
means of the press. This we must have leave to deny. 
The press might now indeed give ample currency to 
any adopted interpolation; but every manuscript must 
have constituted an individual and distinct copy in 
those days, and an interpolation in one could scarcdy 
find its way so correctly into every other, and be 
transferred into every version, so (tispersed as they 
were, and so variously circumstanced ; and yet as it 
happens, these narratives (as the Editors tell us) are 
to be found in every known manuscript and every known 
version. 

Lastly, we are tsuight to notice that the interpolatbn 
in question, would to the generality of Cludsdans be. 
extremely gratifying, as it would lessen the odium 
attached to Christianity from its founder bang a 
crucified Jew, and would elevate him to Ac dignity 

that they only rely upon Marcion'a copy, in oMositwn to all existm 
ing MSS. and Fersionsy as evidently oliier ; but Tertullian ap» 
pealed from Marcion on the same ground, to. copies oUer than iSr, 
and generally i^nown and received in his time. This appeal is 
kept out of sight by the device of stopping at die word determu 
fudfit in the reference above. Consult also on the same subject 
Simon'* Critical History of the N. T. chap.ii.] 
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of die HEROSsr md osjaa-oopd of ^e heathen mt- 

THOL6Gr!i 

Oracbus Hearen ! elevate the Saviour of the world 
to the jdignity of the heroes and demi-gods of the 
heathen mythology! ! 

Need any persons who had the Apocalypse in that 
hands (a part of Scripture which the Editors willw 
ingly account genuine), to have forged such an ac- 
count of the birth of Christ, as we have in Matthew 
Jmd Luke ; to have given him a poor Virgin for his 
mother, a small vUlage for his birth-place, a stabk 
for his nursery, and a mangar for his cradle, in order 
to tessen the Jewii^ prejudices, and rais^ him to 
the rank o£ a heathen defjuhgodf Hb who declares 
himself, in another part of Scripture, to be ** the 
alpha and omega, the beginning and the eiid» 
onto wiiom every creature ikdX is in Heavw, and <» 
earthly and under the earth, and in the sea, and 
S|H things in them, ascribe bksBuig, and glo^, and 
domonion foff ever and ever!** What mytholc^ical idol 
could ever be compart to the Lamb of the Apoca-» 
lypse, the Lord of lokds^ and Kino of kings ? What 
d^^d of Paganism ever n^de such an appearance 
9s the WcotDt^of God in the ReYelatk)ns ? J shall take 
the Editors own Version. 

*^ And I saw Heaven (^piened» zsA bel^^ a white 
horse, and he who sat iifK)n Jnm was called iaithfut 
and tiufs^ and wkh righteousness he judgeth and 
maketb war% And his eyes were as a flame of fire* 
and oa hia head were many crowns* And he had a 
name written which none knoweth but himself : and 
he was clothed witb a mantle dipt in blood : and his 
nam^ is called xhb Word 09 God : and the annies 
whkh were in Heaven followed him cm white 
horses, clothed in fine linen, white and pure : and out 
of his mouth went a sharp tMix)-edg^ sword, that 
with it he might smite thi^ nations: and he shall 
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nik than ivith a fod of iron : and be shall tread 
tbe vine-press of the fierce anger of Almighty 
God : and he had on his mantle and on hk tlugh, 
a name written. Kino of kings and Lord of 

lOHDS I" 

What can be said to those who talk of elevating 
such a personage to the rank c^ a heathen denu* 
god! 

Thus far our attention has been directed particu* 
larly to the suspicions ratertained of the genuineness 
and authenticity of those parts of the Gospels of St. 
Blatthew and St. Luke, which give an accoimt of the 
miraculous conception and birth of Jesus Christ. 
Gosely connected with this are the doctrines com- 
monly entertained of the pre-existence and divinity 
of our Saviour, which doctrmes it i» the professed 
object of the present Version to do away, by an 
abandonment of what the Editors call those ** tech- 
nical phrases of a systemadc theology, which has 
no foun^ition in the Scriptures themselves/^ I can- 
not quite understand what they mean in this place by 
die " technical phrases of a systematic theology.'* 
Technical phrases must surely imply appropriate 
phrases, whether they relate to the arts or sciences ; 
and as to a systematic thec^ogy, any theology without 
a system, must surely be no better tnan << the baseless 
fabric of a vision." 

Assuredly this Umtarian theology » systemadc, 
and nothing can more strongly prove it than the Ver- 
sion now edited. Not a word or phrase, or various 
reading, that at all bres^ in upon that system^ is fuf^ 
fered to efcape without some hint of ^ corruption ii{ 
the text,. $fxae alteration, or some comment to ex« 
plain away its most obvious and literal meaning : and 
as to technical phrases, they may be just as technicsd 
in the way of negation as in die way of assertion. ** If 
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the Imprdved Version,'* says an Unitarian in the 
Monthly Rq)oatQry, " be regarded as a party produc- 
tion, it must be principally rrom the complexion of 
the doctrinal notes," It may be just as technical to 
call the only-begotten of God a mere attribute, as to 
call him a person ; and it is evidently much more 
techmal to evade the most approved interpretations, 
than to abide by the obvious and plain language oiF 
Holy Writ. 

In regard to those two «eat doctrines of our Savi- 
Qur's pre-cxistence and divmity, we find nothing but 
evasion : evasion the most systematic^ and a choice of 
tjerms the most invariably technical^ as appropriate ex- 
clusively to thar own system of belief. Thus it is 
that YJfity as addressd to our Lord, is too commonly 
rendered Sir, or Master, or Teacher, and the term 
w^9tr%MyiiVy imder the same circumstances, never allowed 
to stand for more than the mere aft of obeisance. 
The Logos^ or Word of God, is (we had almost said) 
accounted no more than a mere nick-name of the 
Prophet Jesus ; and the " Creation of all things^^ is 
represented to be the Creation of nothing. Not that 
we are at all disposed to deny that Kupis may with 
much propriety in some places of Scripture be ren- 
dered Sir, or Master ; that wfVM,\)yt!^ has the mean-- 
ing pf obasance ; that Jesus may be termed " the 
Logos, because God revealed himself or his word by 
him,'* (as we are r«ninded that Archbishop New- 
come explains it), or that there is no new Creation 
ever spoken of, that is spiritual and strictly evan- 
gelical. But invariably to regard the expres- 
sions alluded to, as comprehending under them 
nothing more, no higher doctrines than are con- 
veyed by the raiderings and commentaries of the 
Editors, is to suppress many real matters of fact,, 
which tend to fix the true and undoubted meaning 

of 



Digitized by 



Google 



Version &f the New Testament. 41 

of the satcred writers. So far from enabling the 
judicious and attentive reader (as the Editors pro- 
fess) to understand Scripture phraseology, it is 
really to take from them the very best means of 
doing so. , "^ 

Nothing can be more true, than the remark of 
that eloquent writer Bishop Jeremy Taylor, " That 
though every man may soon span his own know- 
ledge, our ignorance we can never fathom/' In publi- 
cations of die nature of the one before us, the world 
in g^eral would be utterly astonished to know, what 
a mass of ancient learning, including much matter of 
positive fact, is wholly kept out of sight, though of 
the utmost importance to the full understanding of 
the doctrines of Scripture. How should it T)e posable 
for any unlearned Christian to understand, where such 
information is studiously suppressed, that the very 
name of God is often given to Christ, where the re- 
ceived translation only renders it Lordy and this /Vw- 
proved Version Sir or Master ? and yet this seems to 
me as capable of demonstration, as any proposition in 
Euclid *. 

, For 

♦ Mr. Lindsey has a curious way of getting over this difficulty. 
" The Apostles," he tell us, " were not so exa6t in the use of the 
words Lord and Saviour which they gave indifferently both to 
God toid Christy never supposing that any would mistake their 
Lord and master, so lately bom and living among men, to be the 
Supreme God and object of worship,'* Apology, p. 147. But 
" how shall we account for its being spoken of as the peculiar glory 
both of God and Christ, to be the universal Saviour of mankind % 
the only Saviour of the world ? How shall we account for St. 
Paul's expressly applying to Christ, Phil. ii. 10. what Isaiah 
applies in the most peculiar manner to God, xlv. 23. as the just 
God and Saviour of man, than whom there is none else, none 
beside Him of whom he was speaking?— See President Edwards's 
Works. 

f Mr. Lindsey in real truth might more reasonably have con-: 
tended thit it was a matter of indifierence whether his followers 
fhould speak of him as Mr. Lindsey, or at the Bifhop of London; 

for 
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For instance, that the name Jehovah was by the 
Jews invariably imderstood to be so , exclusively 
appropriated to God, as to be perfectly incommuni- 
oible to any creature, is a truth entirely indisputable: 
and any application of this title to a creature would 
always h^ve been esteemed the most rank idolatry, the 
basest dereliction of the first great principle of their 
faith. Nevertheless, all the Evangelists begin their 
Go^ls with the account of the preaching of St. 
John the Baptist, declaring that '^ this was he that 
was spoken of by the prophet Isaias, saying, " The 
voice of one crying in the wilderness, prepare ye the 
way of the LORD, make his paths straight.'* ' Now 
in the original prophecy of I^ah, xl. 3. the words 
are these, " Prepare ye the way of JEHOVAH ;" and 
as every body knows that the LXXII Jews, who made 
the Greek translation of the BU>le, had no other 
term to express JEHOVAH but the term Ku/Jioj, a 
translation in fact of the substituted Adonai of the 
JewSy it should certainly be so rendered in the 
above paiTages of the Gospels ; for *^ here,'* as a 
very learned author says, " we find all the four 
Evangelists, three of whom at least were Jews, bear* , 
ing witness to the same thing, that Jesus is the JE- 
HOVAH prophesied of by Isaiah, whose way the 
Baptist was to prepare*.'* 

Ibr ^i^t ideot, had they chosen to call him so, would ever have 
remSyfamied that the minister of the Unitarian Chapel in EfTex- 
rtreet could actually have been Biihop of London / There was 
Bo(htng concerning which the Jews were less indifferent, than that 
of the apph'cation of the term Jehovah, This matter of fact is 
all that we require the Unitarians to grant — the consequences 
foQow of coiffte^ sad in some cases are^ in my estimation, irre* 
flistible.} 

* In the Syriac the reading is> Prepare yt the way for our God» 
Luh iii. 4. See Ludov. de Dieu^ and Gnesbach's Various jRead* 
iogt. 

See, on Ktfv*9c as eipressive of Jehovaby Pearson, 150 r ^^ 
Sharp's Law of Nature^ p» 2.7^. 
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' If' any dbmild be disposed to doubt wbother 
Kvpwf is lequivaleat to JEHOVAH, the Editors of 
this work su|^ly us with three instances of it in 
their rendering (A Matth. xxii. 44.— -Mark xii. 36*—* 
Luke» XX. 42. Here they themselves with great 
propriety render oKupi^, Jehovah, And a Jewish 
Targum helps us to another remarkable fad upon 
this very passage. ^* The L^rd said imto my 
L(Mrd," is, in the T. of Jonathan, " Jehovah said 
unto his WORD *•" This opens to us a new sub* 
jea ; for here is the WORD of JEHOVAH, the 
AOros or WORD of God, fully acknowledged by 
a Jew» in a passage particularly appropriated t9 
himself \yf our blessed Saviour ^ and evidently implying 
a personal distinction. 

These are aM positive facts, which apply to every 
part oi the Christian Scriptures, and the bare 
mentioa of which is sufficient to show us, that 
a new versiosi, in which such matters are MaJJjf 
supprsesed or disregarded, cannot be a fair inter<» 
pretation of the r^ sentiments of Jewish writers. 
None can be ignorant how much is said about the 
WORD of GOD in the first chapter of St. John's 
Gospel. 

All that the world in general will learn from 
this Version, of this r^narkable term, is, that it 
ather means the wisdom of God, (according to our 
contemporary Mr. Lindsey,) or that it is a name 
jgiven to our Saviour, because by Hsm, as one of his 
Messengers or Prophets, God revealed himself or 
his Word in the Gospel^^ven to him << in the be* 



* See more updn this pnraphrate below. [Confdt alfo BiilKto 
JPttrick <ni Leviticus, xxti. 46* aad Dr^GiU's QOte on Gen. xju 
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ginning,** that is^ from the commencement of the 
Gospel dispensation, and not before. This is what 
the Editors tell us; but undoubtedly the main ques- 
tion is, what must St. John, have thought or known 
of the term? The Editors certainly cite a passage, 
from one of his Epistles, in ordel* to make the Evange* 
list explain himself *y but, as it often happens, what ap- 
pears to them to confirm their apprehension of mat- 
ters, appears to us most strongly to confirm our sense 
of things. This must unavoidably happen ; any ex- 
pression, by a positive denial of the fact to which 
it is thought to allude, must of course appear to in- 
fer something else. So it is, that what is predicated 
of our Saviour, Gal. iv. 4. that he " was made of a 
woman," is perfectly understood by those who be- 
Heve in his inicamation, to have an allusion to that 
peculiar doctrine ; but take away the doctrine, and 
it must needs seem to allude to some different 
event. But the question must still remain ; Wa» 
there any actual incarnation of a superior being to 
which it might bear allusion? and so stand the 
questions that relate to the sense of Yiifi^^ and Aofoy, 
in the evangelical and apostoKc writings. They 
Tiiay seem to many to allude to nothing higher than 
what the Version and Commentaries of these Edi- 
tors imply ; but it must remaui a question, whether 
there is any thmg more, any higher do^brines, to 
which they 7nay allude. 

If Kupio? be the only Greek term used by Jewish 
writers for Jehovah, a question must naturally arise, 
whether it appears to have been ever so used by the 
Jewish writers of the New Testament, as necessarily 
to have conveyed to their minds the sense of Je- 
hovah. If the Acfof, or Word, of God, was a title af 
all known to the Jews before the commencement of 
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the Crospel dispensation*, and before Christ was 
bom into the world, a question must naturally 

arise, 

♦ If i» eifx^if Afilo? mean ''in the beginning'* in the fullefl: 
extent, that w, as the Jews interpret the prophecy of Micah, 
*' Egressionet ^us funt ,ab Initio. Quum mundus nondum 
euet conditus.'* Prov. viii. 22, (See the Pirke of R. £leaz«r, 
and the Creek of this in the Septuagint.) What could better 
express the same, than the terms used in the first chap, of 
St. John's firft £pistle : 'O nv ait* «fX^^ (<«» i|o^o» aJrw utTT ap;^*!« if 

the LXX rendering of Micah.) O tufitutfMv, Kal m x*^f^ 

9% ^f^ ro9 wcSifaf KM i^aytfuQv i(iT$ — Is not this perfedly analo* 
gous to the terms of the Gospel ? '£y dfx^ «}% Aolo$ k»l AoToi 
nf ^foq TOP @foy, IV avrtf ^aui Jv *a\ to ^^; h t« Koa-fjta iu Keu v Ao/o; 
cdpi iyifSo ttal i^silwov w iif^Ii— K«» i^sta-JiiMBx ti{» h(air avri* ■ 
I miust confess the expressions convey to me (as tliey do to 
the Editors) exactly the same sense, though we differ as to the 
obje^ of both passages. Tb^y think all these terms merely sd- 
lude to the ministry of a prophet, who had a word to deHfer, 
and eternal life to preach, and spiritual light to bestow upon 
his followers and disciples* I think they allude to a pre« 
existent being, who had all these things in himself, as subsisting 
in unity with the Father, before all ases, and before aU worlds, 
and wno became manifest in the flesh folely for our redemp^ 
tion. That such great stress should be laid upon the mere 
manifestation^ or rather mission of a prophet, or that such sin« 
gular terms should be requisite to prove against the Gnostics 
or Docetes that he was actually a man, and no more than a mere 
man, I confess I see no reason ; on ^he contrary, I see 
great reafon why the Apostle fhould expressly have avoided 
such terms, ha<} this been the utmost of his pretensions. I 
know Pearson and Whitby, and other great critics, do not in- 
terpret an* ctfXiiii in this way ; but I have many eminent com- 
mentators on my side, and I confess, I mean to hiy the greatest 
stress on -the matUfestation in the flesh of the WORD of Life, 
&c. [I cannot conclude, however, without noticing that the 
learned WtUtus in his £conomia Fadentm, lib. iii. c. 4. § xxi. not 
only contends earnestly for the close correspondence between aU 
the texts insisted upon above, but considers the Hellenists use of 
mv* af^y^to denote eternity, to be proved by the passage in Ec- 
clesiasticus, xxiv. 9. where vpo t» aivm occurs m synonimous. 
It may be added that iht Arabic Version oiMicab renders «7r* a^x^c 
ab aetenus diebus ; the Syriac a pnncipio, a diebu.s aeternis, and 
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arne» whether a Jewish writer, calling him the A^^ct 
or WORD, could only intend it as an apt de- 
scription of that prophet who was ordained to re- 
veal to man the Gospel covenant. Ancient learn- 
ing may come to be despised by all th^ose who think 
modem philosophy far superior to it, but we cannot 
get rid of facts. We cannot with all our philosoa- 
phy do more than object to the terms ;^ we cannot 
possibly insist upon it, that a Jewish vnriter had 
not Jewish notions of the terms ht used : nor can 
we with any decency pretend, that ^od would 
coimtenance the delivery of heavenly truths, in terms 
that must have conveyed one meaning at one tim^ 
and another at another. If it can be proved by foir 
argument, that the sense put upon certain expres- 
sions by the Unitarians could not possibly be the 
sense intended by Jewish writers of the first cen- 
turies, we cannot believe that sense to be the tnxt 
one. The most ordinary understanding, I would 
hope, might be brought to apprehend what I mean ; 
though while I wish to be quite as generally intel* 
figible as the Editors of this new Version, I must 
have leave to premise, that it is somewhat a harder 
task to bring forward ancient facts and ancient 
records, in support of the venerable writings in 
question, than to modernize them for common read- 
ing by a suppression of all the testimony to be drawn 
from the records of antiquity. 

And here I find myseli under the disagreeable 
necessity of adverting to a circumstance, which 

the Chaldee paraphrase (^ Jonatban, cujus nomen dictum est 
»b xtelrmtate, both vpo ta «»wv«k and av 0L^'/r,<; are unquestionably 
applied by the LXX., to denote the eternity of the Fmhery 
wmch maKes the cafe stronger. In short, I cannot avoid thinkin|r 
that the divinity and eternity of the Logos are equally asserted in 
«// the three passages, though I have a few great authorities 
a^nst me.] < 
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has occuriped since the first publication of this part 
of my Remarks, In the Brit. Crit. vol. xxxiv. p. 165. 
I had referred to Jaremiah, xxiii. 6. to prove that 
the Mesaah had been expressly foretold under the 
name of « JEHOVAH our Righteousness 5'' for 
which rash act I have rec^ved the following severe 
castigaticdi, hi Dr. Carpenter's Letters to Mr. Vey- 
sie, lately published. Dr. Carpenter is an oppo- 
nent, who generally writes with good temper and 
courtesy ; suid I have often gone out of my way 
to conimend him for it, and to speak of him wit^ 
resped; and had even done so, in the following 
remarks, b^re this reproof met my eye ; which 
expressions I shall now most willingly leaVe un- 
touched, only observing, that on these accounts, 
the severity of his expressions, on this particular 
occasion, must naturally be the more ungrateful to 
my feelkes. Dr. C» rrfers to Dr. Blayney*s cor. 
recti'on or the passage, Jeremiah, xxiii. 6. ** Blay- 
ney,'* he says, thus translates the passage, ** and 
th^ is the Name by which Jehovah shall call him. 
Our Righteousness;" and this learned Critic, he 
adds, has the following remark in his note: " I 
doubt not but some persons will be offended with 
me, for depriving them, by this translation, of a fa^ 
vourite argument, for proving the divinity of our 
Saviour from the Old Testament. But I cannot 
help it : / have done it with no ill design^ but merely 
because I thinks and am morally sure^ that the text, 
as it stands J will not properly admit of any other con^ 
struction. The LXX have so translated it before 
me, in an age when there could not possibly be any 
bias of prejudice, either for or against the fore- 
mentioned doctrine ; a doctrine which draws its de- 
dsive proofs from the New Testament only. In the 
parallel passage, ch. xxxiii. 1 6, the expression is a 
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Kttle varied, but the sense, according to a ju^ and 
literal translation, is precisely the same ; and this is 
be whom Jehovah shall call our Righteousness.^' 

To this citation from Dr. Blayney, Dr. Carpen- 
ter subjoins the following note : " Is it possible that 
Mr. Nares could be ignorant of the true rendering 
of this passage ? See Brit.Crit. Aug. 1809, p. 165, 
and probably his ren^rks on the improved Versipn, 
there and elsewhere announced. That gentleman 
obviously is as unacquainted with the amount of 
the phraseology of the Targumim^ and its weight in 
the argument, as he appear^ to be with general can* 
dour ; I am not surprised to find him abo dwelling 
on Mr. Sharp's canon ; I regard it as a corrobora- 
tive proof of the weakness of his cause.** 

Before I proceed to enter into the particulars of 
this severe note, I shalJ first observe, that I appre* 
hend Dr. C. confounds me (as has often been the 
case) with a much more eminent and learned 
Critic, my namesake and relation^ the Rev. Jrcb^ 
deacon Nares ; this gentleman, whom I am proud 
to call my particular friend, as well as my relation, 
ought not to be made answerable for my ignorance. 
and stupidity ; I therefore beg to take the full 
weight of the charge upon, myself, observing only 
that my friend knows, better than Dr. Carpenter, , 
what fair excuses I have to plead for any accidental 
ignorance^ of the nature alluded to. He knows, 
that my constant residence is in a most retired 
country village, wholly out of the reach of any 
books whatsoever, but such as my own private 
libiary supplies : Dr. Blayney's edition of Jere- 
miah, is not at mv command *y yet to say I knew 
not of his corredfaon, and his remarks, would be 
wrong ; I knew he read the passage differently, but 
I could not cite his exaft words ; I knew he had 
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made particular remarks upon it, but they were not 
immediately in my recoUedion. They are certainly 
strong, and I am confident, sincere and honest ; for 
I had the happiness of being personally well known 
to that learned professor, and I venerated him 
highly. Some of my early writings, upon the par- 
ticular subject of the Trinity, underwent his im- 
mediate inspection, and, as is well known to others 
besides myself, were honoured with his approbation ; 
upon no grovmds whatsoever, therefore, would I be 
supposed, wantonly, to slight his opinions. 

But (not to obtrude my own opinion upon the case) 
it happens to be also in my recollection, that 
Dr. B.'s amendment of the passage in Jeremiah, soon 
after its appearance, was disputed by another most 
eminent biblical Critic, Dr. Eveleigh, now Provost 
of Oriel College, Oxford, and the impression made 
upon my mind at the very time by the learned Pro- 
vost's remarks, was, that the true reading had not 
been so decisively settled by Dr. Blayney, as Dr. C. 
asserts. I had also read with attention a more re- 
cent critique upon the subjeft, in which Dr. Blay- 
liey's version is declared to be so imwarrantable, as 
to be quite unbecoming a Hebrew professor, .and 
though out of respect, and regard for his memory, 
I forbear to repeat all that is there expressed upon 
the subjed, yet I must declare, th^^t undoubtedly 
the esse appears to me, to be entirely proved against 
him, and this, as I conceive, by a very eminent He* 
brew scholar^ of a neighbouring kingdom. See the 
Sacred Criticism^ by Inspector^ in the 2d Vol. of 
Ae Orthodox Churchman*s Magazine, p. 383 ; 
see also, Mr, Sharp's learned notes oil th^ passage, 
in his Law of Nature. Even the Septuagint ap- 
pears, from this writer*^s remarks, (and «ven from 
St. Jer07n€\ in my opinic«i, as dted by Bishop 

E Pearson, 



Digitized by 



Google 



^6 Remarks on the improved 

Pearson^ fol. 147) to be decidedly against Dr. Blay- 
ney j the term in-2EAEK being sufficient to express 
all that is required. See also the various readings 
of the passage in Bos*s Edition of the LXX. 

Dr. Carpenter might at least have allowed me the 
credit of being supported by the Jewish Rabbins, 
cited by Bishop Pearson, and other most eminent 
writers, particularly by the learned Author above, 
from De Rossif and whose testimony is so particular, 
as in my opinion to be sufficient alone to prove the 
point. 

Since, however, the passage is still thought iy 
Dr. C.^s party f so questi(mable, as not to be pro- 
duced ag^st them with candour^ I have willingly 
withdrawn it, though after all, I really adopted the 
reference frojn a writer, whom Dr. C. himself is 
often glad to cite on the subject of atonement ; I 
mean the celebrated Henry Taylor, who contends, 
with such force of argument, as I confess, appears 
to me to be irresistible, that if the original term 
JEHOVAH had beer^ preserved, as it should have 
heeuj in such passages of the New Testament, in- 
stead of, Kup*of J the proof that JESUS is called. JE- 
HOVAH */* would be indisputable *. " 

«My 

* [Lord Nottingham^ in his answer to J^kistofif strongly insists 
upon the import and force of the term I a;-ri&* mentioned above ; 
and since the publication of these remaf kt« I have been rather * 
surprised to see^ that Mr. Belsham, the Chief Editor of the Im* 
prvotd Vershrti in his " Cabn Inquiry into the Scripture Doc- 
trine coJiceming the person of Christ," published one year at 
least later than my Remarh^ positively affirms, that Jetusalem is 
called, ** *rhe Lord our Ri^teotHness,** Jeremiah, xxxiii. 16.— 
Unitarians are in the habit of citioj^ this passage against U8| 
whenever we assert that in Jerenriah, xxiii. 6. The-Messiah is called, 
The Lord (or Jehovah) our Righteousness ;— Jeremiah, xxxiii. 16, 
U, I say, upon this occasion, continually brought against us, t# 
fliow, that if it be 80) it is no more imi Jerusalem is called ii^ 
.' another 
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" My ignorance of the Jlmovint of the phraseology 
of the Targumimy and its weight in the argument/* 
which Dr. C. places upon a footing with my want of 
candour^ may be consummate, but certainly is not 
very candidly concluded upon, from the remarks in 
the Brit. Grit, to which alone Dr. C. alludes ; for 
though I acknowledge, that I have there, (and now 
again,) referred to the Targum of Jonathan^ con- 
cerning which many doubts prevail, yet I was 
careful to intimate, from the first, by a marginal 
note, that I had more to say upon the subject ; 
which additional remarks, though then written, 
have only now for the first time passed through the 
hands of the printer. 

As to my dwelUng upon Mr. Sharp's canon, I 
have studiously abstained from any dwelling upon 

another place; but Mr.Belsluim, in thus rendering Jeremiah, xxxiii. 
16, " The; Lord our Kighteousneas," is quite as much against 
Dr. Blayney as myself. Dr. Carpenter would have told him, that, 
according to Dr. Blayney, the construction of both passages, is 
** preets3y the same^ — Mr. Belsham does not notice my Remarks 
from one end of his book to the other, thtrefore he does not tell: 
us what he thinks of the main question between Dr. Carpenter 
and myself, nor does he notice the iwa-shK of the LXX. The 
fa6i is, of the two passages, the one he has fixed upon happens 
to be 'wanting in the best copies of the Septuagint, so that here 
«M^have not the support of the term u-^c^ev, nor the Unitarians ei- 
ther, but to whom it is more necessary than to us. In Chap- 
ter xxiii. 6. It Stands opposed both to Dr» Blayney and Dr. Car- 
penter. I confess I should have been glad if Mr. Belsham had 
just noticed my Remark^* where ke could have given me some~ 
support, if he hgd choseq it, against both Dr. Blayney and Dr. 
Carpenter, but especially against the latter^ who lias accused me 
of such gross Ignorance in not knowmg of, or in not acceding to 
Dr, Blayney's Version of both places ; more particularly as it to 
happens, that though it now appears, that Mr. Beisbam must 
have thought Dr. Carpenter wrongs in this very point, he continu-, 
ally cites his book, in which my ignorance is held up as a laughing* 
stock to Unitarians.— I give no name to this curious piece of ma« 
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it, beyond what the improved Version authorisesf* 
How could I pass over passages, the rendering of 
which has been judged by both parties of late, of 
such singular importance^ without noticing such 
points as have baan supposed un^urly to give a 
wrong turn to the sense? If the weakness of mli 
eatcse is proved at once, by my dwelling at all upon 
this canon, I am content to abide by the conse- 
quences J for until that meakness becomes as strik- 
ingly apparent to myself, as to Dn C, he may 
pity my infatuation, but he must approve my de- 
terminatbn, to adhere to the faith of my fore- 
fethers. 

From a note Dr. C. introduces also from Dr.. 
Geddes, in r^ard to the Elohim, it is very evident, 
that much or the following remarks will app^ur 
to him exceedingly frivolous, obsolete, and un- 
warrantable. I might add (to rqjeat the mockery 
he adopts, contrary to his usual good manners) 
etymologico-mystko'caba/istica/ ; I cannot help it.. 
Before I saw his work, my views and intentions 
were writt^i and recorded. I do not upon my own 
authority pretend to decide any thing ; I only wish 
to apprize the pubUc, that works are still in ex*^ 
istence which in my opinion ought to be ccmsulte4 
before they give full credit to the peremptory assa*- 
tions of the Editors of the Improved Version. 
t ought rather perhaps to say, the peremptory ?iega-^ 
iions of the Editors ; for though they have som^ 
times recourse to criticism, argument and explana* 
rion, yet too often thar notes consist solely of 
plain and unqualified declaration^ that such, and 
such passages of Scriptiure do not express the doc- 
trines hitherto supposed to be conveyed by them. 

I have been anxious also to remind my fellow 
Christians of an important truth that seems ia 

some 
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^omc darker of being forgotten^ namely, that the 
NEW Testament, however improved and corrected, 
k Imt HALF the BIBLE, a portion only of the 
revealed wotd of God. I am not over-desirous, 
any more than Dr. Blaynej^ of going to the Old 
Testament for the doctrine of the Trinity j and in 
terms as strong as those he uses, have I heretofore 
declared, that I rest my own faith, primarily and 
principally, if not solely, on the evidence of the 
New Testament. (See the concluding note to my 
Vllth Bampton Lecture^ 1805.) But I am confi- 
dent there is much curious matter of fact to be 
ksynt from a reference to ancient writers, and 
Jewish interpretations of Scripture; and notwith- 
standing all the endeavours made to point out con- 
tradictions and impossibilities in our representadcm 
of matters. Lam fully persuaded that much of it is 
fer above the reach ol the scorn and mockery of mo- 
dem sdoiists. I mu^ add, that Dr. Geddes^s remarks 
on the Ehbim were answered long ago ; see the 
Brit. Crit, Vol. xix. 1 36. This answer, I have reason to 
believe, was from the pen of one of Dr. G.'s most 
celebrated contemporaries, a Hebrew scholar of the 
highest eminence, now deceased. (I have other 
sufficient answers lyine before me.) As Dr. C. ap- 
pears to be a reader or the Brit, Grit., I might p^- 
baps be allowed to say, " Is it posable Dr. C. could 
be ignorant of that reply ? — ^But I forbear : I by no 
means suspect Dr. C. of any deliberate unfairness. 
It does not appear to me to be his general character ; 
nor would I wish to dp him so serious a personal in- 
jury, as virantonly to fix an indelible stigma on his 
name, in a work more likely to be read by his oppo- 
nents than his friends. 

I shall conclude this long and unpleasant di- 
gression, (too long to be thrown into a note) with 

E 3 adtar 
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a citation from Dr. Blayney, in reply to Dr. Eveldgh. 
It is to be found in the Appendix to his Version of 
Zechariah. ♦ 

" Yet is the doctrine (of the Trinity) not the lesft 
true, or the less certain, on that account. It is a 
doctrine, that must ultimately depend on the reve- 
lation of the New Testament, and by Gospel proofs 
must stand or fell. And i am well assured that 

IT WILL STAND, BUILT FIRM UPON THE FOUNDATION 
OF A ROCK, WHICH THE ASSAULTS OF INFIDELITY 
SHALL NEVER BE ABLE TO SHAKE !*' 

To return now to the principal subject of my 
Remarks— In my examination of this Version, I 
meet with many passages in which particular care 
seems to be taken, to speak of our Saviour as A Son 
of God, because the article before mlq happens to be 
omitted. Now this looks like stratagem. It must be 
intended to imply something ; that our Saviour, for 
instance, is to be considered ^ only figuratively, 
and not actually, a or the Son of God ; like those, 
in short, to whom the word of God came, (^Psalm 
Ixxxii. 6.]' or the faithful and elect children of the 
Gospel, [John, i. 1 2.] But not to insist here upon 
the particular circumstances of distinction, surely 
if he be even once declared upon proper authority to be 
Q u«<Jc ra 0«8, (and he certainly is so, upon the greatest,^ 
as the Improved Version sufficiently expresses, Luke, 
X3di, 70, 71. and note X) or mot; r^ EuXoytUS, Mark, 
xiv. 62. The omission of the article in other places 
does by no means tend to do away the peculiarity 
of his filiation * ; and yet though in the two passages 

* That the mere omission of the article is not of tiie im- 
portance the Editors seem disposed to inf^r, may appear from 
the following passage of Ignatius. 'E» iucr« Xf»ra tJ *«]« r</^«» ht 
yiroi;? AaC»$ 74I x;»V / i^^ttw xai via ©ito. How stnuige and how 
contrary to the 'writer's intention would it be to render it, •* Ix^ 
Jctus Ciiirist, the Son gf a naa, and m Son of a God.*' 
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Just refJsrred to, the Editors plainly acknowledge^ 
that our Lord fully confessed himself to be " THE 
SON of GOD," and ** THE SON of the BLESSED 
God ;" yet in John, xix. 7. they reject Arclibishop 
Newcomers insertion of the definite article, and 
make the charge of the Jews to be no more, than that 
he made himself A Son of GOD^ which, in any other 
sense than the one we contend for, could not have 
amounted to blasphemy. 

They once indeed venture to call him, (as vlo^ 
0f5, without the article,) j1 Son of a God; and in 
the correspondent passage in Mark, xv. 39. the 
Son of A God ; that is, of Jupiter or Mercury; or 
Sommonocodom, the God of Siam perhaps * : how- 
ever, to be fair with them, it is certainly only put 
into the mouth of the Roman Centurion j and 
though I conceive that this officer was not unac- 
quainted with the charge of blasphemy under which 
he suffered, yet I shall not further notice it at pre- 
^nt, except to observe, that as Grotius remarks, it 
is at least a proof that he thought him as much a 
God as Hercules, -Slsculapius, &c. The Editors, 
however, should at least be consistent, but they are 
not so t-; they omit or insert both -ftie definite and 

indefimite 

♦ Matthew^ xiv. 35. Our Lord's Disciples are described as 
« worshipping,, (or doing obeisance to him^ as the Editors have 
it), saying, AT^nButr ®s» v(o$ », could they mean truly Thou art 
A Son of A God ? The Editors have it A Son of God, rejecting 
Newcome's rendering THE Son of God. When our Saviour 
was crucified, his enemies reviled him, alleging that he had 
said, oT» ®e» ufjLi vioc, Matth. xxvii, 43. but what he had said, was, 
that he v^ras mo^ m 0iy, see Ch. xxvi. 65^ 64. The Editors ren- 
der the former passage, THE Son of God. On the value and 
importance of the article. Bishop Pearson (hould undoubtedly 
be consulted, fol. Edit. p. i2(». See also on the term Emmanuel, 
as explained by Matthew, ib. p. 130. 

f In one page they expressly render it THE Son of God, 
rwjiere the article is omitted in the original, and A Son of God 

£ 4 ^ where 
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indefinite article as they choose, and this both in 
regard to the title of Son of God. and Son of Man, 
both of which we think designate the Messiahs 
Thus in regard to the latter they insert the definite 
article before uio; in that particular passage, Johni 
V. 27 *, which Chrysostom thought of so much 
moment as to propose a new reading. For, says he, 
if according to this passage, authority to execute 
Judgment was given to mm merely as man, that 
is, as A Son of MAN, (for the articles are omitted,) 
a like authority might be given to any man or all 
men ; he proposes therefore to make the pause 
after " judgment;," and then to proceed. Because he 
is A Son of MANf wonder not : that is, wonder 
not that such a power should be given to a Son of 
Man, because he is in fact much more, for ** the 
hour Cometh, in the which all that are in tha 
graves shall hear his voice, &c/* 

If this reasoning be right, and it has certainly been 
approved by very eminent scholars t, and even the 
Syriac Version favours it, we are bound to conclude, 
that the Son of Man is as emphatical as the Son 
of God, and both of them particularly appropriate 
, to the Messiah, who is both the Son of God, t^A' 
igoj^uy in a most peculiar and singular manner, and 
the Son of Man in the same way, KajT tl^ox^y^ and 

where it occurs, Luke, iv. 3. and 9. Grotius and Bcza indeed 
incline to think it should be read without the article in the last 
passage, but principally because it is omitted in the former, 

* And yet in their notes, give the true reading as adopted 
even by Mr. Wakefield, How much has been thought to depcn4 
on the omission of the article here, may be seen in Bishop BuU*^ 
Prim, et Apost. Trad. Ch. vi. §§ 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23. Thq 
insertion of the definite and rejedlion of the indefinite . article ia 
curious enough. 

f See Erasmus in loco. Beza pbjefts to Chrysoitom'a emen- 
dation, but thinks the expression eenersJ^ and therefore gives no 
warrant for the insertion of the definite artigle. 

singularly 
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^igularly foretold as such by the prophet Daniel *• 
These tlungs therefore require to be attended to* 
If the omission of the article be of importance, the 
insertion of it is of import^ce also. If the omis- 
^on of it direct us to interpret the passage 
generally, the insertion of it must direct us to in- 
terpret it ifAfanxui. IS our Saviour is but once 
pronounced to be the Son of God, \flo^ t» ©cJ, then 
he certsdnly is so emphaticallyi and in the same 
manner as i uU^ ri 'AvOpd^^y, he must be a man in a pe- 
culiar sense* There appears therefore to be nothing 
gained by this scrupulous attention to the articles 
on the part of the Editors. If Christ be the Son o£ 
Ood and the Son of Man, he must be a Son of God 
and a Son of Man ; but the converse will not hold 
good — OS a Son of God, and a Son of Man, he loses 
that distinction, which, upon the testimony of Pro- 
phets, Evangelists, and Apostles, is peculiarly an4 
singul^ly appropriate to the Messiah. Through- 
out the whole of the New Testament he is 
spol^^ of as the Son of Man, and as the Son of 

^ This it ' ' ~ ^ould be remembered, because 

Unitarians i n admit, that the title as as^ 

sumed by oi :, but they suppose it direded 

M|ain$t the Lord/' says Mr. Jones, in bif 

lOustratioAS styles himself. Tic Son of MaOf 

the words i Jesus possessed the nature an4 

institution g as man in the midst of meoL 

and exposed .^ d feelings, he jret inculcat^f 

nvbat none meJed to Uaru^ (this is surely an oversight,) that he 
was a human being, and circumstanced as he was, there ap* 
pears in this precaution the greatest propriety: For toe 
Gnostic teachers denied his bttm(uuty\ they receded and Uafr 
ohemed the Son of Man, the Man Jesus, while they affected to 
honor and embrace the God within him continually.** But 
the title was very long before appropriated to the Messiah \ff 
Daniel, yii. 13^ 14; where see Uie ^ibr^ attribitfe4 to tist Son 
©f Man. 

God, 
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Cod, so emphatically, as to leave no doubt but 
diat after some manner or other, to us unknown at 
present, he partook of both natures *. 

I have thought it right to notice these things, 
because, without entering into an examination of 
every passage where the case applies, I feel war- 
ranted in declaring, that there appears to be an 
obvious intention on the part of the new commen- 
tators to confoxmd these matters ; by putting the inde- 
finite article bdbre Son^ when applied to our Saviour, 
without the article in the original, and not unfre- 
quently inserting the definite article, where the terms 
•^ Son ofGod,*' are applied to subordinate beings, 
though the text does not warrant it, as Romans, viiL 
16. Gal. iii. 16. I do not deny that they have the 
countenance of the received Version for the inser- 
tion, in the two j^zsssigesjust citedf nor do I intend 
wholly to object to it, though it would be more 
correct to have omitted it in both Versions j but 
^ce the Editors do not' scruple to mark it as an 
interpolation by printmg it in Italics, and are so 

* Since writings and indeed since publishing (in the Brit. 
Crit.) these remarks onnhe insertion or omission ot the articles, 
I have been much gratified by findin^^ that the inipropriet^ has 
t)een noticed, and very candidly pointed out by some friends 
of the improved Version : in Aikin*s Annual Kegister much 
occurs upon this subject, and it itf explicitly acknowledged, 
that the omission of the article in the Greek, by no means au- 
thorises us to employ o«r indefinite article : and a very learned 
and dispassionate reviewer in the Monthly Repository asserts, 
that the absence of the article does not necessarily make the 
noun indefinite, and indeed in a grejit variety of cases the 
Greek language does not require, and sometimes scarcely ad- 
mits of the article where the noun is completely definite. This 
learned writer strongly objects to the rendering Matth. xvii. 
54. A Sou of A God, and generally ^o die strange expression 
of A day of Judgment for uftif* K^ta^ui in which we pcrfeftly 
agree with him. 

ready 
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ready to take advantage of every onussion of the 
article, when our Saviour is spoken of, I feel it to 
be fair to warn the public of the trap that appears 
to be laid for them. To show the distinction that 
should be preserved, I would refer for instance to 
Galatians, iv. 4, 5, 6, 7, where the sonship of the 
elect is declared to be a mere matter of adoption 
through Christy who is ^with an emphasis not im- 
properly expressed in the received text) declared 
to be viog avrsy Crod's own Son *, sent forth from 
him, to be bom into the worlds of a woman^ under the 
law J that those that were under the law might obtain 
T»iv T*o9f(r*ai^, " adoption,^* to be uio», Sons^ Si% Xp»r»» 
through Christ. This may entitle them indeed to 
address God as ACCa, Father, but not to call hinu 
as Christ does, ^arsp* Ihoy, his OWN PROPER 
Father. For this is undoubtedly the true sense of 
liicv (and the Jews must have understood it so. 

* It 18 curious to see how the unlearned may be mifled hj 
prejudiced translators. Nothing se^ms farther from the inten« 
tion of the sacred writers than to describe our Saviour at in 
adopted Son of God ; in this passage he seems direcdy and 
most emphatically to be distinguished from those who were to 
be adopted through him. Yet in the ist of Hebrews, ver. 4, 5,- 
where it is expressly ssdd in the Greek that Christ inherited a 
more excellent name than the angels, and this is enforced by 
a reference to the Psalms, where it is said of the Messi^m^ 
*' Thou art my Sottf this day have I begotten thee,** the present 
Editors suppress the term xueX)i/;oiOffc)jxiy> which marks the inherit- 
ance ; and render tyv <rYif/.foof ytymmKx a , this day I have adopted 
thcet Surely this is perfectly systematic, perfectly technical f^ in the 
ftylc of Unitarian theology. Some acknowledgment indeed we 
'find in the notes, Where we are tojd, that the Greek original and 
^ Archbishop Newcome are totally againft them !— they had no 
objediion to notice the heirship spoken of in ver. a. 09 idnxi 
kkfi^iQfMv 'Kct^m ; this they render as the received text has it, 
whom he hath appointed heir of all things. But as they determine 
the meaning of w^alwf to reach no farther than to the things of the 
Christian dispensation^ they admit the usual reading,— ^i^ inhe^ 
finance of a name aiove angels, is a different matter. 

See 
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See Dodderidg^ F» £x. besides note (c.) p. 308^ 
vol. i.) It serves well to explain the subsequent term 
\vw in the same verse, the force of which is alaa 
lost in the present Verdon, See JohQ> v. i8. 

And this seems to be a proper place to examine 
generally how hx the present Editors have attended 
to Mr. Sharp's rule * concerning the insertion or omis« 
sion of the definite article before personal, or, as Mr. 
Middleton terms them, attributive nouns. As they ap- 
pear to be so observant of articles, we ought to find 
this rule properly exemplified here, if any where, or 
reasons stated for deviating from it ; for the rule is 
now too publicly known, and too respectably sup* 
ported, both by the consent of modem critics, and 
reference to more ancient ones, (SeeBrit.Crit.xx. 17.) 
to be wholly disregarded by any biblical critics, much 
more by any Editors of an improved Versbn of the 
New Testament. I shall carefully examine some of 
the passages most liable to be affected by the neg- 
lect of this rule. 

The first I shall select is that striking passage in the 
ad ch. of Titus, Mr. Sharp's 7th example of his first 
rule, Evi^ftvei^y Ttif iJiyi% rs fAtyoiXn Bin xat ^oirtfo^ 

ifkSiy Iufl-8 XpirS. it was impossible for me (lam sorry to 

* [Since thia was written, that venerable and worthy man ha* 
paid the debt of nature ; his active benevolence^ extensive charity, 
and zealous exertions in the cause of virtue and reHgion, lone 
rendered him the theme of every man's praise. Not having had 
the honour of any personal intiinacy with him, I hope I thall be 
excused the self-gratification of statmg, that one of the last letters 
he ever wrote, was addressed to myself, and upon the subject of 
this book, expressive of his most cordial assent to every page of 
it, the very last alone excepted, in which he thought he had • 
discovered one point of difference, but which I have good ground 
to believe, was explamed entirely to his satisfaction in tfa« only 
raply I had it in my power to make, before he was summoned 
to a better worlds rich in the esteem and love of all good men*] 

say) 
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say) to turn to this passage without- some suspicions. 
I knew that there were two things which might tend 
greatly to interfere with die true sense of St, Pkul— 
one, the insertion of the comma after eiJ, and the 
Qtbter, the repetition of the particle " of/'— two (ap^ 
parently) very insignificant things, the importance of 
which indeed can be little understood but by pro- 
fessed critics, and yet of such importance as to demand 
die utmost attention of those who would protect the 
pubUc from misrepresentations. Upon turning to this 
Version we find batb admitted; the comma after 
0ii, though not to be found in Griesbach, and the 
repetition of the particle " of,*' as though d-«mf^c 
were detached from the word preceding. Had not 
Mr. Sharp written a word about the definite article^ 
this pass2^e might surely have been produced as a 
stumbling-block to Unitarians. Beza's admirable note 
upon it, and the corroborating testimony of the Greek 
Fathers examined by Mr. Wordsworth, give it all the 
authority we could desire *. 

All translators, all commentators, all critics, must 
consent to be governed by the uncorrupted text of 
th^ original, tk this there seems now to be no diffi^ 
culty. The comma after 0i« has no authority to 
support it, even if some such mark is discernible in 
ancient MSS. ; it must be grammatically wrong, as 
Mr. Sharp has shewn t. We have two personal and 
descriptive nouns in the aame case connected by the 
copulative, without any repetition of the article ; and 
We have if^tav common to both. What can be ob- 
jected to die regular grammatical rendering of this 
sent^M:e, *< the glorious appearance of our great God 
and Saviour Jestts Christ ?" Nothing am teasonti&Iy 

♦ S^e alto the note iii Brit. Crit. vol. xx. p. 17. 
•^ GHesbach'd only various reading is tliev pmisiioa of K»h 
wmcli would make the case stronger. 

be 
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be objected to this ; but it can be varied a Rttle ; a 
tomma after ei5 will separate it from o-«Tfipo?, and 
the particle " of *," repeated, will seem to begin a new 
sentence ; but we cannot admit it t. In the Greek 
there is no comma, and according to the fair idiom 
of languages there is no authority for the introduc- 
tion of the particle " of before Zwitl/jof. According 
to Griesbach*s readings, even the copulative is omitted 
in some instances. The words e^S and o-wriipo^ appear 
to be strictly predicated of Jesus Christ ; and to dis- 
figure this reading by a false insertion of a comma and 
a particle, is not to improve but to corrupt the text* 
After all, the question is better decided, perhaps, by a 
reference to the term im^duuaj asBeza and Whitby sug- 
g^t. The appearance of the glory of the great God^ must 
be the ShechinahX ; must be the visible Jehovah ; must 

♦ See Twells* Critical Examination of the late new Text 
and Version of the New Testament, published- 1731. Parti. 
138. Dr. Twells, in every instance, supports Mr. Sharp's rule. 
[See alsoWaterland's Vlth Sermon at the Lady Moyer's Lecture, 
where the reader will find a list of the ancieat Fathers who give 
support to Mr. Sharp's construction of the text.] 

-f The following passage, the construction of which is per- 
.fectly analogous, the Editors render according^' to the rule> 
2 Peter, ii. 20. See also 2 Pet. iii. 18. Phil. iv. to. Gal, i. 4. 
Kftia TO OiAvifAa T» 0fu Kcu maHfo^ i)fu;», rightly rendered ^* ac» 
cprding to the will of our God and Father**' See also Ephes. v» 
20. I Thess. i. 3. iii. 13. 2The8s. ii. 16, 

X ** Ewi^aiiVa/* says Twells y *' is an expression never applied 
to the Father (though Grotius affirm© it without any proof), 
but only to the glorious and last coming of the Son;'* and 
the learned Clemens Stress on Coloss. i. 27. very properly 
observes, *' Notum praeterea est Deum proniisisse Gloriam 
luam ulterius manifesfaref et quod area, Columna, Shechinah, 
tdterioris manifestationis fuere Symbola — hinc Esai xl. 5. 
Qioria Dei mantfestabitur. Hinc Israel, licet Deu8 suam Glo- 
riam, iUis nqtihcaverat, tamen ulterius sperare debebat Gloria 
numifestationem : hsec autem Christum respexisse, non necesse 
puto ut dcmonstrem, quare quisque videt quomodo Apostolus 
potuit Christum dicere Spem GlorU, i £^7r^s t>ij ^o|u$." 

be. 
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be tie Christy the Mfix/^ A.— The great God, Jehovah 
in his utmost, ineffable glory, never did and never 
will appear in these lower regions ; but the visible 
Jebovahy the Shechinahj the Christ j the Messiah^ the 
cnly 'begotten Son of God, HE has appeared and WILL 
appear ! with all the power, all the authority, aU the 
glory, all the greatness, of his inseparable Father^ 
who is *EN— ONE and THE SAME— (after some 
inexplicable manner,) but yet 'EN— ONE, we know 
not how, but there is an Unity, and there is a 
Trinity. 

The next passage I shall notice 1$ Epbesians, v. 5. 

— — »x «;^fi xAijf ovo/t*iay ty rij ^OLViXu^ TOT XPI2T0T 
KAI 0EOT. The Editors adopt the received version^ 
which Mr. Sharp long ago corrected, ^ in the king- 
dom of Christ and of GodJ' — It certainly would be 
more properly raidered " of the Christ and God.'*^ 
If articles are of any importance, " of Christ and of 
God'* cannot be grammatically right 

K«1» Tiv x«>»»' TOT eEOTii>£v KAI KTPIOT IiktS 
X/iir^« aThess. i. 12. This is rendered ^^ according 
to the favour of our God and of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.'* The true and exact rendering must needs 
be, " according to the grace of OUR GOD and 
LORD Jesus Christ." " Of our God ixmSi of our 
Lord Jesus Christy* is wholly inajlmissible. There ia 
not a pretension for any such rendering. Let the 
doctrine to be deduced from this passage be what it 
may, the rendering (with those who lay a stress upon 
articles) is strictly thus, " according to the grace of our 
God and Lord Jesus Christ." The received Version 
really requires correction, but we look in vain to the 
present Editors for any such emendations. 

I Tim. V. 2I» AixfAafiripofAObi hdmov ra 0EOT KAI 
KTPIOT Iijo-S Xf *r»o. This is rendered " I charge thee 
in the presence of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ^^' 

The 
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The received text is much the same ; but it manifestly 
should be, V I charge thee before the God and Lord 
Jesus Christ.*' 

I could select other passages, well known to critics, 
illustrative of the propriety of these remarks, but as 
they would be froni books, which the Editors have 
marked as dispvtedy I forbear to produce them j I 
^all therefore only refer to them, with this observa- 
tion, that in the pfesent version they are rendered so 
SB t» be liable to the correction of Mr* Sharp^s rule. 
They are as follow : 2 Peter i. i. Jude, 4. 

I have thus far then endeavouf ed to sliew, that the 
Jewish tenti Jebovaby the incommunicable name of 
the One great God, must often be intended in the 
wtitirigs of the New Testament by the term Ku/i*or^ 
particularly where the Jewish writers of rfie New 
Testament refer to passages of the 0/i, in which the 
na^ne of Jehovah^ is unquestionably applied to the 
Messiah* If all the four Evangelists^ for instance, in 
th6ir accounts of the preaching of St.Jdhn, refer 
&tinctly to die prophecy of Isaiah, ch. xL 3. and 
dte it in the very words of the Jewish translators of 
the Old Testament, Ku/)*i must needs have the same 
force in all these places. In the Sfeptuagint it is im- 
deniably the rendering of JEHOVAH ; in the origi- 
nal It is plainly predicated of the Messiah to come, 
that « Glory of the Lord (Jehovah) that shall be re- 
vealed,'* ver. 5. In the New Testament it is plainly 
at)plied to Christ, and what doubt therefore can r^- 
main but that Jewish writers have plainly spoken of 
him as JEHOVAH, »[ Ao'fit Ku^r», the Repealed Glory 
tfGod, which in Jewish phraseology is but another 
name for the Ttsible Jehovah the Word of God. If this 
be so, why should we hesitate t6 apply Mr. Sharp's 
rule to the Greek, and to conclude, that according to 
the plain idiom cf that language the term 0w^ fe als6 

applied 
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^teplied to him in sundry passages, and consequently 
tnat vft have the double testimony of Hebrew and 
Greek phraseology in &vour of his divinity? This 
may be called the <^ technical phraseology ot a sy^e- 
xnatic theology/" but I caimot hdp it I ought indeed, 
if I think it right, only to insist upon it the more 
strongly ; for what would the public desire, but to be 
put in possession of the real system of Revelation, ex- 
pressed in terms the most strictly suitable and i^prth 
friate f It is the desire of doing this alone that could 
lead me into such discussions. 

I have also endeavoured to show, though / have 
mtfiiUy entered into this argument^ that divine worship 
may reasonably be held to have been considered as 
jusdy f^dered to Christ by the Evangelists, though 
ezjHrested in terms of some ambigiuty. The Editors 
oft^i dwell upon the circumstance of the Evangelists 
not contradicting the obvious sense of certain terms in 
their several Gospels, as a proof that such sense must 
be the proper one. If the Evangelists could be ex- 
pected to do diis, they must be supposed to have 
beai extremely circumspect in the use of terms ; and 
considering dierefi9re that the claim to divine honours 
liad involved our Saviour in the charge of blaq>hemy, 
and that xrptfo-xvvfry was a suspicious expression, (not 
to insist agdn upon die term Kvp^c), it is scarcely to 
be supposed credible that they would have hazarded 
the use of such terms without some qualifying ex* 
pression, had they not at least believed in their own 
ininds, and mtended therefore to intimate, that divine 
worship was due to Christ. If St. John wrote the 
Apocalypse, and St. Luke the Acts of the Apostle^ 
they must have known and felt the risk they must have 
run in the application of such terms to the ^^ Son of 
God ;^ see Revelations, xix. lo. and xxij. 8, o. and 
Acts, X. 25, 26. Whoever will be at the pams to 
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examine the passages in which these terms are ap- 
plied to our LORD by the Evangelists^ and consider 
also the particular circumstances of each several case^ 
will, I am confident, be led to conclude, that in the 
estimation of those sacred -wxiXJtx^^worship in its highest 
sense was due to the Saviour of the World. 

I have been led also to notice the attention ap' 
parently paid (certainly not in aily uniform manner) 
by the Editors to the Greek articles, as prefixed or 
not so, to personal and descriptive nouns, by which 
they have not scrupled to describe the soniehip of the 
Messiah in the low and indefinite terms of a Son 
of a God. The impropriety of this expression 
is glaring, and if it were not, could settle no- 
thing, because the question turns upon this point 
only, whether our Saviour was xaT t^o^nv^ p^ emi- 
nentiam, and indeed exclusively THE SON OF 
GOD, which undoubtedly in many strong passages 
he is declared to be, nay, * asserted to be so by 
Himself. 

Such are the points hitherto discussed, (as briefly 
as I could,) and with a view merely to forewarn the 
public, that a version of ancient Greek and Jewish 
writings' ought not to be generally received without 

* From a note in Dr. Carpenter's Sermon before the Unita- 
rian Society, I see the titk of THE Son of God is supposed 
to be given to our Lord in the New Testament about thirty 
times ; Son, implying the same thing, about forty times, and 
Son of God about twenty times. The other titles are ali 
enumerated in the same note, as leading to conclusions not 
-unfavourable to the Unitarian scheme. I confess I cannot see 
any such conclusions. Had our Lord been called man one thou- 
sand times in Scripture, and Cod but once, yet if the latter . 
instance were unquestionable, it vtotdd tell as strongly as the 
thousand instances in the other case. Dr. C. refers to Schmid as 
to the rendering of JCvpoj JEHOVAH ; but I have no means 
of examining his \^rork. - 

some 
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some inquiry into ancient opinion^ and the idioms of 
the original languages; a wilful disregard of which 
two circumstances may enable any many or set of men, 
to mislead the ilUterate, and give a plausible appearance 
to the most erroneous tenets. 

I shall next turn to consider those passages of 
Scripture, which seem to imply the pre-existence of 
our Messed Saviour ; the miraculous conception and 
Iwth of the MAN Jesus I have already discussed, but 
it is plainly to be inferred from the sacred writings, 
that our Savioiu* had a previous existence ; that as he 
came into the worlds and took flesh diflferently from 
other mai, so he had a being long before this particu- 
lar event took place. The expressbns used by several 
of the sacred writers so certainly imply this, that the 
literal sense must be totally abandoned, before we 
can allowably deny it. ... 

When our Saviour is described by the Evangelist 
St. John, as addressing himself to . the supreme and 
eternal God in these terms : " And now, O Father, 
glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory 
which I had with thee, before the world was,*' we 
are coldly told in the notes tp the present Version, that 
this was .merely the glory of instructing and convert- 
ing mankind, exisdng in the purpose and^ decree of 
God : and a number, a great number of passages are 
referred to, to prove, that it is the idiom of the 
Scripture language, to describe things existing only 
in intention, as actually accomplished. Now all thisi 
may be really so, in regard to the expressions and 
passages referred to, but yet, nothing is determined 
as to the original question, namely, whether Christ 
had any previous existence. Again ; . if. Christ were 
(though but metonymically) the Logos of St. John, 
and St. John expressly says the Logos was ** in the 
begixming," this beginning is peremptorily declared to 

Fa bo 



Digitized by 



Google 



6S Rsfnarts m ibe imprmjid 

^ the begitaniag of the Oo^» and tbe onginai 
question is again put out of s^lit. But could the 
Evangelist mean to etcdmde the ^ b^imnDg '' of 
•^ di thinjgs *;** vna k impowUe diat the ^^^ of the 
Evangelist should imply so much as the beaming of 
tbe creation ? The {^inning of the OLD Testanent 
ki the Greek of ancient Jews is, EN ft^;^ii i vomrcv i ^cn 
r^ Hpxv^y kui my yriy* The beginning 6f St. John's 
history of the New Testament is, EH xfyt m i AofD^— • 

yo^t. The Evangelists, according to the Editors, were 
bound to explain any tarms diey used in an unusual 
or figurative sense, (for so thar ai^uments in^ily) 
and yet we aie caUed upcA to take up a new ami ua- 
heard«<))f meaning for » u^^j when used by the 
Evangelists, tiiough diyey give us no mtunation otsmdi 
a design. EN APXH, among the Jewish writers be- 
fore Christianity, meant in the beginnii^ of, or before 
theCreation ; but a Jevd^ Evaqgdist, though he gives 
us no notice of the change, is to be supposedto usiethese 
terms in a sense far d^erent, when he wys uf m^^fl 
nv « Aofoc If there are however, as they would pre- 
mtidf these difficulties attending the terms tv «f ^^ we 
had better turn to i Aq/oc, and see tf that can aSbrdus 
any better ground for our enquiries. 

If the Aoftff, or word of Ood, were quite a new term 
to the Evangelists, the xxse <^it must needs be referred 
CO the begitming of tdie Gospel, as the Editors insist, 
and maybe considered as a mere significative title 

* When St. Paul Inn occasbn to tpecify the beginn]ii|r of 
£he Gospely he does to eiqnressly, ^ af)^^ TV^vxyyO^ut* Phihpp. 

f See Randolph's Vindication of the Worship of the Son and 
Holy Ghost ; surd Allix*» Judgment of the ancient Jewish 
C!hurch, &c. 
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$iu«d)Ie to the great prophet or mesaaiger of God» 
who should ccnne into the world. But what shall we 
say, if the term w?k5 no new term at all ? — if it waa 
a term undoul^edly in use both among Jews and 
Philosophers before St. John wrote or even our Savi- 
our W2» bom ? What shall we say if we find it to be 
an undoubted matter effacti that among the Jews espet 
qially, an eqmvalent term had been adopted to express 
and describe the efficient and a^ve cause of the visflxle 
creation ? that suek a word of God had, for many 
^ges precedk^ been considered as the visible 
Jehovah^ the appearii^ God^ the Anffl eftbe Covenant^ 
the Sbechinahy or manifesud glory oS God ? Should 
all these remarkable^r/i in andent history, and that 
particularly the history of God*s select people» be 
tuppressed f Should the public be kept totally in the 
dark as to these matters, for fear they should be led 
to suppose that the received pj^nipn of Cbdst's pre« 
existence is correct, or that anci^t history can have 
any thing to do with the question ? 

It seems to be pretty generally supposed, that whstX^ 
ever was the precise date of St. John's Goq)eI, whea 
he wrote^ three opinions were prevalent in the world 
concerning the divHW word or Logos* Among the 
Platonic philosophers, it was thdr second principle. 
With the Gnostics, it was the offspring of the only be-^ 
gotten of God. Among the Jews, it was the visible 
Jehovah^ the Angel of the Covenants the mamfested 
Glory of God or Shechinahy the Angel of God*s pre* 
^ence. Three conjectures have been started concern- 
ing the begin|rfng of St. John's Gospel by those who 
have bem disposed to question his testimony con* 
earning the pre-existence of our Blessed Lord. One, 
tlu^ 1^ platonized or borrowed his style from the 
school of Plato ; another, that he borrowed his Logos 
from the Chaldee paraphrasts ; a -third, that hd 
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meant solely to allude immediately, or by anticipation* ^ 
to the Gnostic heresies, and therdbre undertook to 
show, that our Lord comprehended in himself, all 
which they are known to have distributed among their 
several pretended -ZEons* 

These conjectures atone are sufficient to prove, that 
it was no fanciful term, merely invented by St. John, 
pro re natd^ or even suggested by the Holy Spirit, 
as a suitable title for a prophet by whom God chose 
to reveal himself or his word. It was a term diversely 
vmderstood in the world before St. John began his 
Gospel. Is it possible therefore that he should have 
used the term without some express allusion to these 
prevailing opinions? Had he contradicted them all, 
it would of course have been a plain proof, that they 
were all equally fabulous and fanciful ; but by adopt' 
ing the term^ he certainly meant to shew, that the error 
did not consist in believing that there was a Logos or 
word of God, but in thinlung amiss of it. We might 
indeed have wondered much had he decidedly adopted 
the Platonic or Gnostic notions in preference to the 
Jewish ; but that he should harmonize with the latter, 
is by no means surprising : first, because he was a 
Jew himself; and secondly, because Christianity was 
plainly to be shewn to be connefl:ed with, and as it 
were regularly to have sprung out of Judaism. It is 
certainly then in the highest degree consistent with all 
we could reasonably expect, to find St. John and 
others of the sacred writers, expressing themselves in 
terms not only familiar to the Jews under the old 
covenant, but which might tend by a perfect revela- 
tion of the truth to give satisfaction to all parties, 

♦ See Dr. Laurence's very learned Dissertation on the Logos 
of St. John, Oxford, 1808. Dr. L. notices a fourth conjecture, 
which I have no occasion to consider at present. 
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crorrectmg the errors of the Platonic and oriental 
systems, and confirming in the clearest manner the 
hopesf and expectations of the Jews, 

If we suppose that St. John wrote sixty-eight or 
seventy years' after the ascension of our Lord, we must 
allow for the prevalence in the intermediate time of 
much curious enquiry and investigation into the true 
character of Christ among all parties. The Gnostics, 
in the true spirit of their fanciful system, might very 
naturally fall into the enquiries which seem to be ex- 
pressed in their different theories ; and all which are 
but so many confirmations of the genuine history of 
the miraculous circumstances attending the birth and 
baptism of Jesus. As for instance, whether the 
Christ 2nd Jesus were different persons ? whether the 
man Jesus were a real man or only a phar.tom ? whe- 
ther the Son ofGod^ and the Christy and the Logos^ 
and the only-begotten, &c. were not so many separate 
-^ns, and the like ?* The Platonic philosophers, so 

far 

• It has been continually pretended, that what is thought to 
favour the doctrine of the Trinity, and the two natures of our 
Blessed Lord in the Evangelical and Apostolical writings, was 
directly pointed against the Gnostics, who had interwoven their 
strange fancies with the simply truths of Christianity. What the 
Gnostics brought to the Gospel is * one thing, what they de- 
rived from, it another. I confess it has for a long time appeared 
to me capable almost of demonstration, that instead of the 
Trinitarian terms (if I may so express myself) being opposed to 
the Gnostic heresies, the latter are a strong confurmation that 
the Trinitarian doctrines were expressly taught and countenanced 
by our Lord and his Apostles. I agree exceedingly with 
the learned Macknight, in what he says for instance of the 
l)ocetae and Cerinthians, who fell into 9pposUe extremes in their 
opinions concerning Jesus Christ. ** It is probable," says he, 
*' that the Apostles taught, and that the firft Christians believed 
Christ to be God and Alan, for if the DoceU had not been 
taught the divimty of Christ, they had no temptation to deny hit 
)[)umanity ; and if the Cerinihians had not been taught the humanity 
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fiur as we can suppose them at all inquiative about th« 
matter merely as philosophers, might be expected to 
eiter upon their researches whether the Christ wero 

not 

of Christy they would have been under no necessity of denying 
hit divinity/* This, I confess, exactly accords with what hat 
lonsr been my own private opinion, as to all the leading feature! 
of uie Gnostic heresies ; for instance, how came Simon Magu^ 
their great leader, and undoubted contemporary of Christ and 
Ins Apostles, to pretend to be the Supreme Grod thus distin* 
guished — ^Hbt Father among the Samaritans, the Stm among the 
Jews, and the Holy Sfirsi among the Heathens, — if these terms or 
motions had not been suggested to him by the Apostles of. 
Christianity, whom he meant both to oppose and rival P How 
came he (according to Mr. Jones, who places a confidence ii| 
the Homihes of c3<ement of It.) to lay clakn to the £>*» B^ 
of our Lord, so as to indued even DosHinu to worthy him;| 
unless he had well understood the full force of that remarkable 
expression, though he might dispute, like others, our Lord'f 
own pre^sions tt> it ? Simon^ undox^tedly, had personal com* 
municationS both with Peter and John ; ana yet the latter, writ* 
kig long afterwards, not only records our Lord's own daim to the 
£y« Fifu, ch viii. 5S, but in the yerj outset of his Grospelj^ 
speaks of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, as real and distmct 
^ubsbtences, of the Father^ ch. i. ver. 18 ; of the Sm, ver. x8|^ 
34 50. ; and o]r the Holy Ghost, ver. 33. Simon certainly seenis 
to have understood dial the Apostles taught that God bad ap* 
J>eared, quasi FiBus inter Judaeos (see Irenseus) ; and this leads 
to another point which f, thank Mr. Jones for suggesting to 
me. One ot the Gnostic corruptions was, it seems, Umt Christ, 
who delivered the new, was not the same with him who delivered 
the olil covenant ; that the God of the Jews was an inferior evil 
being, and the Demiurgus or Creator, different from the author of 
the Gospel, and inferior to him in goodness and power* In Op* 
position to these tenets, Mr. Jonet cites Theodoret with great jus- 
tice and propriety, maintaining that the New and Old Testament^ 
claim the same Divine Author. Why then may we not suppose 
St. John had the same great object in view, whether he on^ de« 
fflgned to set forth the plain matter of fact, or particularly to op- 
pose the Gnostic and other heretics ? Why may he not have meant 
distinctly to show, that the Logos, or Word of God, was not 
only the Creator and Lord of aH things, but the author of 
both covenant^, first as the Angelut Redemptor, and secondly as 
actually manifested in the flesh > 
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not their second principle^ incarnate or manifest in 
the flesh ^ But the Jews, whose opinions must natu^ 
^y be considered as of more weight than all the 
rest, (because they alone had possession of those re^ 
cords and traditions, that had any fsdr pretensions to 
be considei^ as revelations, the genuine ** oracles of 
God,**) had many curious questions to ask, and most 
particularly cdnceming the Logos or tu^d of God. 
Jealous as they must be presumed to have been of 
any dnrine messenger, who should claim authority 
to break down the partition wall between them and 
the Gentiles, they would naturally enquire how iar 
it was possible that the communication made by God 
to the world through his Son could be consistent with 
his former commimications to the Patriarchs axid 
Prophets of thar naticm *• If then we take an esti- 
mate of the probable opinion of the Jews, when St. 
John wrote, from the Tar^gumisfs, Pbilo^ &c. it is not 
top much to say, diat they nwst have entertained an 
idea, that the word of Jehovah^ the same person who 

{1 cannot conclude this note withoat adding, that the divinity 
pf Christ as an evan^lical doctrine is jprov^ by the very na« 
ture of the trrors which the generality of the early heretics were 
disposed to mountain. All those who confounded the persons* 
did so no douht oidy from the di£Eculty of dist'mgulsbmg the Sm 
as well as the Holy Gbosty from the Fashn-^ in re^^und to the aUn^ 
hutes \ the Sabelbau^ Noetian, and Praxiom herefies, all tend to 
show this ; nor is the remark of Nov^ian inapphcable, *' Usque 
adeo Deus est,*' says he, Ht it so truly Godf that is, st God of 
GoJi (sed quaPllius Dei natus ex Deo) that nmt hertilcSi ^'plen« 
que haeretici," have thought him not a Son^ but the very FaShtr 
himself. While others, *' Alii qooque haeretici/* thought hia 
to be be so m'trdy Godf as not in an^r manner to be Man. ** Sub- 
stracto homine, tantummodo putavertnt Deam>*' c. 17* The Vh 
of P]rthagor»s by JofMklm, if written, as some suppose, with a 
view of resembling the one to the other, is a further proof of tl^ 
general belief of Christ's divinity as a scriptural doctrine.] 

• The dialogue with Trypho, by JusUn Martyr, is a fair aiiis- 
tration of such supposed enquiries* 

made 
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made the world, had been the medium of communi- 
cation in the days of their forefathers * ; that he 
had actually appeared to the Patriarchs, and in a most 
peculiar manner presided over the several dispensa- 
tions under the \zvf t. 



• To what extent the terms of the Platonic philosophy were 
adopted by Jews and Christians^ is briefly considered in Dr. 
Laurence's learned Dissertation, where it will be seen that much 
more has been attributed to this circumstance in both casetf, than 
the history of facts seems to warrant. See pp. 17, 1 8, 19* 
»nd 77, 

f I was very glad to find it admitted in the posthumous 
works of Dr. Priestley, entitled Notes on the Bible, that in the 
angelic appearances to the Patriarchs, one in particular as- 
sumed the character of the Supreme Being, and was called Je- 
hovah ; he does not even scruple to say on &en. xxxi. 11: *', The 
Angel and Divine. Being are here* as on former occasions, the same 
person." And speaking of Jacob's wrestling with the jlngel^ he 
says : '* It is evident that Jacob considers the person whom he 
denominates an angel, as the same with the Supreme Being him- 
self, whose representative he must have been," Gen. xlviu. i6. 
But his note on £xodus,xxiii .20. is still stronger to the point; for 
he there fairly adduces an argument to show that though the Divine 
Being spoke of this angel as distinct, he was yet in effect one with 
himself. 

1 know, indeed, that in his comments on Hebrews, i. 2, he 
expressly says, that ** it is evident from that verse alone that the 
notion which has long prevailed among Christians, that Christ 
was the person by whom God spake to the Patriarchs, and who 
appeared to Motes in the bush, has no foundation in the Scrip- 
tures, for here the contrary is expressly declared." But the 
learned Doddridge happens, upon the same passage, to have a 
note to the following effect : ** This is no argument that God did 
pot speak by Christ before ; but only that it was not in so clear 
and express a manner." And Nenvcome particularly observes upon 
jrer. 3. that what is asserted of the ^•n there, is true of him both 
when he appeared as the Jehovah — Angela and when he assumed 
the character of the Messiah. 

[It is a strong expression which the ancient Fathers use in 
regard to the appearances- of the Logos to the Patriarchs ; 
they style them *' Praludia Incarnationisi^^ Preludes or antici- 
pations of his actual incarnation.]. 

Though 
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Though modem Jews may jom with Unitarians 
in combating these suppositions, our appeal is to facts, 
to writings more ancient than the records of Christi- 
anity, to Jewish interpreters of the Old Testament, and 
to the judgment of the Fathers of the Church. 
Whether these notions of the Jews were justly de- 
duced from their Scriptures and from the miracles 
vouchsafed to them during the Patriarchal and Mo- 
saical government, is no question we need stop to 
decide ; our enquiry has only in view to ascertain whe- 
ther St. John can be supposed to have used the terms 
he does use in the beginning of his Gospel con- 
cerning the Logos, without a particular reference to 
the notions then prevailing in the Eastern parts of 
the world. And if this were the case, it could only 
be in correction of them, and so corrected in confirmee 
tion of them ; for the terms so adopted and explained 
by him, have evidently that tendency. 

Had all the parties been wrong in taking up the idea 
of an activeLogos, or wisdom of God, a Divine Being, 
princmle, or emanation, concerned in the production 
and formation of all things visible, could any thing 
have tended more to fix them in their error*, 
than the beginning of St. John's Gospel ? EN «px*» ^^ 

Aofof, xaj Xoyog my Trpo^ rov 0foi/, xat 0£og uv Xoyou 
OuTfif nu iv OL^XJ"^ vpog rou 0£ov. Tlavrx it* kvth lytyir^* 
xai y(upig avra (ytysro uSi h yiyoviv. What error then 
prevalent could possibly have been corrected by these 
terms, had there been actually no ground whatsoever 

• *' So far 18 St. John,** 8ay« the learned Scott, ^' from explain- 
ing this phrase of the Logo^ into any different sense frcwn that 
of the Jewish and Gentile writers^ that he aU along explains 
himself in the very same." Scott's Christian Life, Part IL 
Ch. vii. 339. 

for 
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for omceiying, that there had from eternity existed 
in the godhead, a distinct hypostasis of this nature ? I 
grant these are technical terms, appropriate to a 
system ; but I must use them, only as terms of a 
c^tain signification, in case die system can be 
shown to be rightly deduced from Scripture. I do 
not mean to prove the system true by these terms, 
but merely to show that the system of the Evan- 
gelist seems to call for such terms ; I am not going 
to define or discuss the exact propriety of the terms,. 
or to show how far they severally apply to the Jewish^ 
Alexandrian^ or Gnostic opinions and traditions, but 
merely to make use of them as known expressions 
applicable to a Trinity in Unity. I must then 
have leave to insist upon it, that " a Logos ex* 
isting from or in the beginning with God, and be- 
ing God, by whom also all things were made, and 
without whom was not any thing made that was 
made," was more likely to meet the ideas of all 
the several parties, to a certain extent, than totally 
to obliterate or eradicate such notions, if erroneous. 
And the only question to me would be, with which 
of the prevailing opinions ^oes the text of the 
Evangelist most evidently a^ee ? 

And here, independent of every consideration, by a 
mere reference to ancient history, I should for myself 
have no heatation in giving it as my decided opi- 
nion, that the terms and expressions applied by the 
Evangelical and Apostolical writers of the New 
Testament to the person of Jesus Christ, coincide 
in a marvellous manner with the Jewish traditions, 
and (which alone is of principal importance) with 
the Jewish Scriptures. For I would cm no account 
be imderstood to rest merely on the conformity of St. 
John's text to the Chaldee paraphrases, but on the 

Scripture 
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Scripture keelf *. Tlibiigh I must acfaiowledge at 
the same tune, tl^ from, a comparison of the three 
oki <:ertaki points, such strong &cts come out, that 
notwithstsBU&ig all objections urged against theni^' 
I cannot but consider them as sererally illustrative 
of each t)ther» 

For instance ; our Saviour, Matt. xx5. 44, IVfbrk, 
idi. 36, L\ie,xx* 42, expresdy appropriates to himself 
the following passage of the cxth Psalm : " The Lord 
said unto mj Lofd, Sit thou on my right hand/' &c« 

* In the xixtli d. of the first book of Kings, it is said, the 
Word of the LORD {TX\TV ^2*1) 5*^^ toElijah and said. What 
dost thou here> El^a^ ? and El^ah said, I have been jealous lor the 
Lord God of Hosts, \m Ae original, ni»3V ^nVl* HlfT^] for 
Ac children of Isred have forsaken THY Covenant, and thrown 
downTHINE ALTARS. Let us now suppose that St. John's de- 
scription of the AOrox, or WORD of GOD, had been adduced 
in explanation of tlus matter, would it not be natural to conclude^ 
that the WORD of GOD was a Divine Being, havii^g the attri- 
butes of JEHOVAH by some ineffable communication and 
union ? The WORD of GOD came and spake to Elijah, and 
Elijah addresses him as JEHOVAH S ABAOTH the Lord of 
HOSTS ; could any Jew then be surprised to learn, that thk 
very AOrox, or WORD of GOD, should afterwards come into 
the world and be incarnate ? If Christ were not this very Word of 
Gcdf this n nV "Tjjl*?* ^^ "^^*^ appear very inferior in tne eyes of 
any learned Jew. l^shop Patrick seems to regard the WORD of 
GOD, ver. 9. and the Shechinah, ver. 1 1 — 14, as different, bxit 
ver. 10. serves to show, that the WORD of the Lord, ver. 9. 
was the visible Jehovah, appearing first perhaps as an Angel, and 
afterwards in Shechinah. Admirably does "Bisho]^ Pearson argue 
that St. John chose to speak of Christ as the Logos, because nei- 
tlicr of the names, Jesus or Christy would reach to the Creation ; 
*■' therefore/* saith he, *' he produceth a name of his, as yet un- 
known to the worlds or rather not taken notice of, though inyr^- 
guentuse among the Jews^ which belonged unto him who was made 
man, but before he was so.*' fol. 117. 

fit should be noticed also, in regard to the Scriptural terms, 
reimered in our Version, the Word of the LORD, and the Angel 
of the LORD, that the Hebrew might as fairly be rendered, 
the WORD JEHOVAIL or the ANGEL JEHOVAH; 

mn* nm and mn^ iktdo 

. Thisi 
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TKs, in the Targum of Jonathan, according to Gala* 
tmus and Fagius^ is thus paraphrased, " And the Lord 
said to his WORD, Sit thou on my right-hand j'* 
which, as is well observed in the Letters of 
Ben Mordecai, could not be said possibly of any 
but a person^ nor could it be said of the Father. 
See also Bishop Bull's first chap, of his DdFensio Fidei 
Nicaenae. This must app^ur to meet that great ob- 
iection of the learned Hackspan as to the use of 
IHD'O as a reciprocal pronoun ; for, how could it be 
so construed in the above passage, how could God 
speak this of and to himself personally, or how 
could our Saviour claim it unless he were the Adonai 
of the Psahnist, or Memra dadonai of the Paraphrast? 
Should it be objected that Jonathan's Targum on 
this place is not in existence, let it be recollected 
that I am only speaking of the Chaldee term of 
Memra dadonaiy which occurs sufficiently often in 
the other Targums, and 'so as not to admit of being 
rendered as a reciprocal, as Bishop Bull has shewn 
on Onkelos*s Paraphrase of Gen. xx. 3.* 

No 

♦ M. Souverain^ in his Platonum unveiledt thinks he has given 
the death-blow to this reference, and that it should be read in 
Verbo suo, niO^DU^ being so in the original paraphrase, and 
therefore a mere Hebraism : he however admits the term Memra^ 
Word, Now, our Saviour's reference evidently implies, that 
God spake to another. All the Evangelists have E»7r»v o KYPIOX 
ra> Yivt\ta fA!-. The LXX have the same : the Vulgate, Dixit Domi- 
nus Domino meo, and the Hebrew is ^^nj}*? X^Wf DW* Besides 
that the latter clause of the verse implies a personal distinction. 
The question still concerns the Memra Dadonai ; which expression. 
as Dr. Laurence has well shown, in its very construction seems io 
be incapable of passing for a reciprocal. M. Souverain censures 
Dr. Hammond for citing the Chaldee, n'^D^D*?^ ^"^ thinks it is 
without authority ; but Bochart produces a Rabbinical reading 
to this effect. (See Appendix to Merrick's Psalms, No. 6.) 
^Bochart thinks the Chaldee corrupted in many places ; he renders 
it <' to HIS WORD/* and understands it of the Messiah. I must 

confess. 
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No modem philosophers, no theologians of the pre- 
sent day, can, upon the pretence of a more enlight- 
ened reason, do away these evidences : reason may 
atill oU^t and disdain to submit ; but the hand of 
God is too visible in such co-incidences to be over- 
looked by persons of deep enquiry, and a sufEci^it 
knowledge of antiquity. The notion of a WORD 
of God, a Aoroi, prevailed among Jews and 
Gentiles, before the writing of St. John's Gospel. 
His account of matters does not agree with the senti- 
ments of the Platonists, (not even with the Jewish 
PJatonist Philo, so as to call Christ Ji ulff p? 0£of, though 
much in agreement with him. in other points *), it 
does, not agree with the Gnostic system, except in 
appropriating to Jesus Christ all those titles they have 
given to distinct subsistences. But with the Jewish 
notions it does accord, to the correction of all that 
was amiss in the other systems. It carries us regularly 
back to those manifestations of the Deity in the Old 
Testament, to that angel of the presence, or visible 
JEHOVAH, who bare by authority that ineffable 
NAME, who spake as God, appeared as God, was 
worshipped and adored as God. See some curious 
references to Jewish writers on this subject in Witsius's 
(Economia Fcsderum^ lib. iv. c. 4. § v. 

confess, I think our Sariour^s reference is sufficient authority for 
this interpretation, if there were no other ; but the Jews both be- 
fore and since our Saviour's time have so understood it. See Pear- 
ton, p. 276. [M. Sottverain*s Criticism would be very questionable 
at all events,; the ^ of the Chaldeans often signifying to ; see the 
cases cited by Dr. ^Ilix in his Judgment of the Ancient Jewish 
Church, 567. viz. Ifoua, u 2. Hab. ii. I. Zccb. i. 4, 9, 13, 14. 
Numb, xn. 2, 6. i Sam, xxv. 39.] 

* See an admirable summary of Philo' i sentiments and expres- 
ti<^n9 in regard to the Trinity in the 3d part of '&is&iQ^ Kidder^ % De- 
monstration of the Mesfiajf p. 106. 

Whenever 
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Whenever I am engaged in theie reMtrch^ I 
confess (though I would wish to say it wHhout 
offence) that I feel astoniahed at die tt^ng critic 
cisms of modem Unitarians ; the low ideas ttey seem 
to have of the Scripture phraseology ; and their direct 
contradiction to plain matters of fact I csa scarcely 
bring myself to turn to their r^erences, so totally do 
they sean to carry us away from die real object ci 
discus^on. Because, for instance, St. John uses apx^» 
in some passages of his Goq>eiy lo express the be- 
gkming of his ministry, it is faifi^ited, that it cannot 
possibly imply more in the first ^erse of the first chapter ^ 
whereas the real and true question is, not what the 
general meanmg of mfx^ may be, but whether in Ais 
psurticular passage *, St. John could mean le6$ than 
that beginmng of things^ de8cr3>ed in tl^ first chapter of 

* Beza has well obsenRcd^ ** Qnotietcuoque fit Prmcipn mt^ 
iio, aignificatioaem iUius ad id de quo accoinioodare pecesse e9t** 
It certainly appears to us^ that ^v' a^xmi is used in quite different 
senses, in Ae ist Epistle of John,— in the 24tb verse of the 
sith <%apter for instance, as Grotitts says^ av ufx^ famendum 
est, de teaipore prasdicati Evangeln ; but in the ist verae of tht 
1st Ch. '^ idem tempus notari quod in prious verbis Evaogelii Jo^ 
hannisy et in Geneseos'* The present Editors take upon uiem to 
teH us that it is otherwise ; but I cannot beliete them^ nor 
can I help expressing nsy surprize^ that tht learned Whitby diouU 
think it necessary to interpret otit* »fX^i uniformly throughout 
these Epistles ; because in toe 3d chap, of the ist ISpist. ver. 8f 
It aeems manifestly to be used in the sense of the beginning of the 
worldy oTf efK «^;^«i( i ^oCo^c; mi^MfTMrn, which ought »OBe to ' 
^arry any Christian back to that 'beginmng 4>f things, whea the 
seed of the woman was promised to bruise the stent's head : I 
have said so much upon this subject in a former note, tliat I need 
not dwell longer upon it at present, than to dedare it to be my 
firm opinion, notwithstanding the decisiona of many great aoholars 
may be against me, that av afx^u }^ the beginning of St. Jbhn'a 
Epistles, expresses the actual pre«existeoce ptoiat Beii^ who wat 
manifested m the flesh for our x«demptioOf that Being whose 4«^'» 
or gcmigs forth, were ««' »fK^0 4 nt^fm tum^B as Micah terms 
it, 

4 Geae^, 
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OcMBis, when the woAA was made, according to the 
Targumifils, by the Memra Jehovah^ or WORD of 
GOD? that kepnnktg, as Grotius insists, ^^ cum 
primum r«rum Unnrersitas caefwt creari ?** 

What strange, I must Say rather, what decdtful 
cridcism, it seems to be to send the unlearned to 
passages in which the term be^hmihg eridently 
impli^ the " beginning ** of Chnst's ministry, in 
order to induce tnem to believe that St. John could 
not have intended it in any other sense in the first 
verse of his Gospel, though it had been a tradition of 
long standing both among Jews and Gentiles, that in 
the beginning of all things^ God had created the world 
by his WORD or Logos ? The learned in the mean 
while are amused with a critique on the verb ytvojtA«i, 
which we are told occurs seven hundred times in the 
New Testament, but never in the sense of treate. To 
say therefore that all things were tnade (tytptro) by the 
Logos, is wholly inadmtesible, as the word tymro 
never bears that sense. This also is carrying us away 
from the question. I shall not quarrel with these 
interpreters if they compel us to discard the term 
madey .and adopt their own expression, •* that all 
things vrere^done by him," provided they will suffer 
us to put our own sense upon the other term irctfta^ 
upon which the question undoubtedly more imme- 
diately depends, I will show then what ideas 
prevailed u^ the world among philosophers, when 
St, John wrote, concerning the 'jtavIa, or *• all things,'* 
said to be done or made, ticc r« Xoya. All the philo- 
sophers, says Amelius, who spake tt^* t« Aoy», spake .> 
of it as that principle KaO* •» aik oildy (by WHOM 
EVER EXISTING,) t« riNOMENA EFENETO, (all 
things were made. Here rot vocyrx seems to be 
expressed by ra TiifOfAipa^ and Eymro can scarcely 
be said to relate merely to the things done by 
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Christ in the Christian dispaisation. It has clearly 
die sense of " made^** and is applied to the AOroz *, 
while the ra yi^efMtpa (^ the Philosopher may serve to 
explain the r» wotyra of the Evangelist, and must 
serve to convince us, that the expression of the latter 
is not too strong, when he adds, that x'^P^^ ^^'^^ 
(without the Aofo^) tyivtro wit iv o yiyovf, which Gen- 
dle philosophers must have made more of than Chris- 
tians, even upon the authority of St. John, had he 
deigned merely to limit the term to the Gospel dis-. 
pensation. I add therefore, that references to other 
passages of the Gospel in which the verb yivp/nai t, 

happens 

♦ Tcrtullian says, wc teach that the WORD was the artificer 
©fall things, Hunc etiam Zeno dctcrminatFACTITATOREM. 
Apol. c. 21 [I am now able to refer the reader on this occasion 
also, as on many others, to Mr. RenneWt learned Animadversions, 
pi>. 68^ 69. where this point of criticism is ably discussed ; and I 
tninky if we may look elsewhere for the proper force of t^tv^rc, as 
applied to the world in general, expressed by Kofff/^t Aristotle sup- 
plies us with a strong passage to the purpose. Speaking of tne 
aotient opinion concerning the original of the world, '^ All, sayt 
he^ awteyif.:, /fyo^vev c.rai ^sutiff confess that it had a beginning ;" that 
is, was produced, made or created^ for it may imply all these 
things most assuredly.] 

f In the notes on John^ i. 10, we have another curious critique 
on the term lyitflo— Ka^^ h Kntrtioi h' av\n tymro, is rendered, '* smd 
the world was enlightened by him.'* The world was made by him, 
is totally set aside^ though adopted by Archbishop Newcome. 
We are assured that vt^uritrfAtvot is understood after tyutl'i. This 
must surely be a misprint, but we see no reason whatsoever for 
its insertion in any form : Mr. Caffe suggefts, by way of getting 
rid of its obvious sense, that the world meane the Jewish dispen- 
sation, and iia with a genitive may express the final cause, and 
therefore 2 xotrf/Q- ii' avlti ryitiro means, For him the Jewish dispen- 
sation was ordained. At this rate the sentence may mean any 
thing ; for instance, Ko^/»«? sometimes signifies fenude ornaments 
or accoutrements^ and a proper word mserted ad libitum, after 
aytielaktaa^t make a mere mantua-maker of the Logos : I am not 
trifling, Uiere is redHj almost as little sense in Mr. Cappers emen- 
4$Ui9U,AT the cont^on proposed ia the present text, e^ifeto re* r 

quires 
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happens to be used, are not suflSicient to ^ve ns 
the exact sense of it, where the Evangelist applies 
It to the operations of the Logos* Unless the limi- 
tation which these Editors insist upon, had been cir- 
cumstantially expressed by the Evangelist himself, we 
must suppose that terms so capable of abuse would 
rather have been avoided than selected : what an en- 
couragement to the Platonists, to have exalted their 
Logos far above the great Christian prophet^ the man 
Christ Jesusi How very few words would have ob- 
viated all mistakes, had the Evangelist intended to 
eradicate all impressions of this nature, and merely 
meant to reveal to the world, this simple truth, that 
Christ was in all things the minister of the Christian 
dispensation, * What an opportunity of correcting all 
false notions, of an existing Logos or Word of God, 
the Maker of the world, in the Synagogue, and the 
schools of Plato, instead of leaving it to be settled by 

quires no word after it, nor need there be any puzzle about o Kocfio^. 
The language of the times, both among Jews and Gentilet, 
was,** ^»' « (ncmpe t« Xov*») crti/tA^«? » Koa-^ i^ijfuafyi/lo.** ** By 
the Word, was the whole world made.** EhiMe^yuro can never 
mean enlightened, nor, though it is the language of a Jew, is it 
possible to suppose, that <rvfA.7ru^ b Koi^fjuoc can mean in this place 
merely the Jewish dispensation : those who are conversant in the 
writings of Philo will know how often he attributes th« formation 
and arrangement of the visible world, to the Logos of God* The 
passages just cited from his writings, the Editors themselves tran- 
scribe in a subsequent note. 

* [Mr. Belsham,the principal Editor of the Improved Verwon, ' 
in his subsequent publication on the Person of Christ, is disposed 
to render Ao/o? the Teacher, after Schleusner : there are some ex- 
cellent remarks upon thjis in the Monthly. Review, vol. Ixviii. 
267. applicable to most of the Socinian or Unitarian renderings, 
interpreting ev apxn as they do, by the beginning of the Gospel 5 
for if the term AoIo? were metonymically apphed to Christ, it 
would amount to almost the same tautology pointed out by the 
Reviewers J viz. " In the beginning of the preaching of Cnrist, 
Christ began to preach/'] 
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a few dissenting Christians in the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries of the Church. The selection of such 
terms under the then circumstsoices of the world, is 
evidence enough, that ndther Jews nor Phflosophers 
were wrong, as to that one tenet of their creeds ; 
diat, as there was a first principle in the ro 0f lov^ or 
Deity, so also was there a second principle (o AaU^) 
i* » Ko^/AO( xaTC(rxcuar««, which are no^ the words df 
^ Christian but of a Jew. 

No doubt I shall be thought a great cabalist or 
liiysdc by the rational Chr^tians of our day ; but 1 
cannot forbear to testify, that I do know, and that I 
do think and believe, k seems impossible not to 
connect the Evangelical and i^ostolical accounts of 
the Messiah, with the particular dogmata of the Jews, 
Scriptural and traditionai, for the latter evidence is 
by no means altogether to be despised } the traditions 
were not slighted by the writers of the New TestSr 
ment. 

My firm opinion then is, that the Logos of St. 
Jobsv was the Jehovah Adonm of the Jews *, the 
angel of God's presence, the angel of both cove- 
nants, the appearing God. It is thus that we can 
^ly assimikte the terms of the Old and New 
Testannttit, and flbsCrate die one by the other. When 
Jehovah appeared in Schechinah to the Patriarchs, it 
was tif 3o^^ Q««, in the glory of God ; and is not the 
Son of God described oy the Apostle to the He- 
brews, as the flwrauyflwffwi rutf h^tf €>f» ? Was not the 
angel that was sent to the Patriarchs, above every 

♦Thenin' ninofScripture,ortH JJ*|)i3»0oftheParaphrasts. 
Dr. Laurence has very candidly touched upon one difficultv that 
seems to stand in the way of this, but offers, at the fame time, a 
solution perfectly satisfactory in my estimatioa s tfaoudi the ^iHffd 
of the Lord is otten decidedly used personally by the Targumi^s, 
tlusis no reason why it should invariably be so. 

thing 
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thing distinguished by that moat peculiar drcuttk- 
sjance of bearing the very NAME of God or Jeho- 
vah, a name wholly incommunicable to creatures? 
^ Bdiold I send an angei, to keq> thee ja the way, 
and to bring thee into the place which I have pr^ 
pared ; beware of bim^ and obey bis voice j provoke 
him not, for be will not pardon your transgremms, 
for MY MAME is in Ai>»," Exodus, xxiii. 20.* This 

«ngel 

* [Since Uie fint jpubIi(»tioii of this wi^fc, I hx^ fpund jp n 
titOAtise written is defiroce of tbe doctripe of the Tryuty, just «9 
Juindred years old (Jji^h ^ objectoa ttgrted to thp apphcatioa 
of this passage to the ymhU JelA^vah. ** He that said, I wiU 
send my fmga, cannot be the angel wh<un he said he would se^di" 
*— hut to t& I ctaaot assent :— >H3ertain difficnttats no iloobt nm^ 
ocetir in the approprigtbn of such passages ; but it jiMist ever W 
remembered that it is owing to these very diiSculties in the Qtaty^ 
ture laogua|^, that we feel ^roiQpelied to entertain tbe dof trii;be 
of the Trinity as the only yraj^ key to them all. The Trinity 
in Umtj is not, as our adversaries rieBi£«ent» a cootradictioD 19 
terms ; were it so, it would b? absurd iodeed %o receive it. BuJ^ 
when pur Saviour said, tlwil fU wwi his fatinr were ^af, be evi- 
dently declared it to be a tnith> ^9X in somf way or ^^her they 
were tttfo and yet $ttff thai is, tvw in one respept and em m 
another ; which at least €onsdt«tts It duality in uiuty^ jwd with* 
out any contradiction in termi. If vff see 9e4SOQ» or rather if Wi» 
feel compeUed by the langv^ of 9mf^m^f U> admit a9 JUnity of 
essoice, with a diatipotion of persons, there js no contradictioQ 
in asserting that the •Qoder and the sent, though per«PoaUj 
distinct, may essentially be O0e : and I a^ h^ppy^ mc^ I £rst 
sketched out this note, to $od this faet iosist^rd upon by pishop 
Horsley, in the third vol* of his Sermons, pp. z^, 2«. The author 
I cited 1^ the beginning of this note, gomp>arg> jjyo jus, xiiiii* wjth 
Exodus, xxxii. %%xTii*, oontepdinfr ^^ ^ ^>^ annoiunced i^ 
both places was to be ^ er$audw^^\» and ihatit W9» under ft /jrnff^ 
that Grod's Qvm presence fhould be withdrawn. This undoubtedly 
seems, to be the cafe iii;ch.9Mi». bu| by nomeansd^ dt(;ideidly«o 
iach.xxii. The Pathtriaonlyknovothvoufh th^ Soo^bvt tbt 
Son as Jehovah, speaks as Jet^ov^hf thou^ not ttO$eldom vri^h a 
markedjdistiaetioo of per90^ ; ^ tMs is preoisf^y the ^3«e» a» it. 
appears to me, in Exodus, ^»q. hr in the aad verse we read* 
<' Thott dialt ifldaodx^ HiS v^m 9Dd do aU that X ^peak/' 

G3 Surely 
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angd is rq^e^tedly spoken of by Moses as JEHO- 
yjiHf in a manner the most striking and remarkable. 

See 

Snrelr I miy be allowed to say* that it is no Trinitariim prejadioe 
. tint detemines loe to solve matters iq this wav ; for 1 have an 
authority to produce, precious in the eyes of all Unitarians, and 
not despicable in my own — I mean Dr. Priestley — for he observes 
upon this very passage. Exodus, xxiii. i6. that << though the 
•angel here be spoken of by the Dkmu Bemg^ as a third person, 
fmd Signet from Umuif, they must neverthel^ in effect have been 
«iir.'*— And admitting all that I have said in regard to ch. xxxiii. 
he very ably draws a distin£Uon between merely minuterial angels, 
mnd the angel of GOD's PRESENCE. After all, what objection 
could have been raised, had the passage run thus, ** I wul send 
|ny presence ?*' Certainly God can be present where he pleases, and 
siuely, personally so, m Heaven and upon Earth. The presence 
of God w?is the comfort of Israd, and the LXX render Lamen* 
tttions, iv. 1 6. Dpbn mPI* ♦iS* The presence of JEHOVAH 
was tfieir portion ; noocr^^oy KvfutfMe*^ ««^<^ ; suid no doubt it was 
•o, Moses having strongly soHcited it, in place of the threatened 
angel, ch xxxiii. 14. and gained his prayer. Bishop Lowth's 
lK>te on Isaiah, Ixiii. 8, 9. is in exact conformity with all that I. 
have advanced «n these texts ; but what shall we say, to the very 
word, n>,o<Tamo* ? It plainly signifies, as well as its correspondent 
Hebrew term tjfl, not only presence but personal presence ; when 
Hushai counsels Absalom, 2 Sam. xvii. 11. most particularly to 
go to battle in his own person^ the expresnon in the LXX is, 
Kai Tb nfoatavo* an 'noptvofjLWj.f and the margin has, ^* that thy face or 
presence go.** When then we read, (Gen. iii. 8.) '* that the Proto- 
plasts retired from the presence of God,*' (»iro Upoatava Kvjm t« ecv, 
we cannot but conceive this to have been a personal prefence in 
fome vtray or other. Psalm Ixviii. 8, it is faid, *' Sinai was moved 
at the presence of the God of Israel.'*-— T^oo-oyvrv m Btf la-pviX, 
This, surely, was a manifested personal presence, and yet no 
appearance has been more generally ascnbed to the Logos- or 
Ansel of God's presence ; and yet, after all that has been faid, 
we find it expressly declared by God himself, that no man (hall 
tee hisy^^ or presence and live,»7a^ ^ad t^n Avd^vof to 'rrfOffu%09 ftup 

It is not then my English representation of matters that ere* 
ates this mystery ; the mystery is to be traced back to the Greek 
and Hebrew 5 — and this I say, more particularly, becaufe it has 
liappened to me, as it did in times past to much greater men than 
myself, Bishoo Patrick and Dr. Waterhmd particularly. Eight- 
pmny pamphlets have been brought to piy very door, containing 

extracts 
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See Gen. xvi. 7— 13* Nothing however is mor^ to 
the purpose than the relation, E^od. iii. The angel 
of JEHOVAH (or the Lord) appeared to Moses in a 
-flame of fire in a bush. *^ And Moses said, I will 
now turn aside and see this great sight, why the bush 
is not burned ; and when JEHOVAH saw, that he 
turned aside to see, God called unto him out of 
the midst of the bush. Moreover, he said / am the 
God of thy fathers, the God of Abraham, the God 
of Isaac, and the God of Jacob ; and Moses hid his 
face *.** It is vay observable that this relsdon is 
drcumstantiaHy preserved in that memorable speech 
of Stephen, Acts, vii. ; wherein he expressly oidea* 
vours not only to convince the Jews, that the Chris- 
tian dispensation was foretold by Moses, but to sa* 
tisfy their minds as to the propriety of the legal ceco- 
nomy being superseded by the coming of Christ. It 
cannot possibly be doubted but that the angel of God, 

extracts from this part of my book^ and charging me with the 
very contradiction noticed above. ** He that said, I will send 
my Angels, cannot be the Angel whom he said he would send/* 
Such sort of publications provoked Bishop Patrick to a more full 
acknowledgment of his belief in the doctrine of a visible Jehovah. 
See him on Leviticus, v. 19. And Dr. Waterland complains in 
terms so true and applibable^ that I cannot refrain from copying 
them : •* These pamphleters," says he, *• apply themselves to the 
EcgUsb and unlearned Reader, whom they hope to satisfy ; the 
rather, I suppose, because the argument is learned, and must lose 
mtich of its force and strength on our side, when stripped of its 
additional advantages from nistory and jfntiquiiy; besides that the 
unlearned Reader (especially in this controversy) may be easily 
imposed upon by little turns zxidfallaciee, such as have been tried 
and examined and despised long ago, by those that have beea 
thoroughly read and conversant in these matters,** — Introduction 
to his Lady Moyer*s Lecture, p. xxx.]] 

* It is somewhat remarkable^ and cannot be made appear in 
our English Versions, that this title of the Deity in the 3d Chap- 
ter of Exodus is thus expressed : ** Tell the Children of Israel, 
says God to Moses, that JEHOVAH, the ELOHIM of the 
Fathers, the ELOHIM of Abraham, the ELOHIM of Isaac,, 
and the ELOHIM of Jacob, hath sent me unto you.**" 

G 4 under 
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nader the pfktrbrdial ud kgal oBconomjt had the 
name of God in him* vf^ called JEHOVAH, spake 
iD the first pemm asXEHOVAH, calling i^iTu^ the 
COD of ^Abraham, Isaae» and Jacob, s^peared in 
die yiaWe glory oiG^d^ was worshipped as God, yet 
vt know a&d are assured upon teadmony tl^ most 
tmcKceptionable, that no man has seen the Father at 
any time. But this gr^it and ineffable name of JE-^ 
HOVAH was ^so by the Prophets giren to the Mes* 
noA; the prophecy of Jeremiah we hare already 
cited, m which he declares, that the NAME by which 
die Messiah shall be called, is JEHOVAH our righ^ 
teousness*. 

In the xliH^ ch. of Isaiah, JEHOVAH is styled /A# 
SAVIOUR, and is said to save and redeem in almost 
every line. ** I, evei I, am JEHOVAH, andbeode 
me there is NO SAVIOUR ;'^ but Jesus Christ is 
declared to be emphatically, THE SAVIOUR OF 
THE WORLD, JcAn, iv. 42. But it is die NAME 
of God on which I lay most stress. The, H^rew 
NAMES are well known to have been all significant; 
so significant, that perhaps there was more of Reve- 
lation contained in the Hebrew rides of God, than m 
any thiM dse. JEHOVAH akme was indicative of 
many prime attributes ; Elohim and Adonai^ also had 
their several meanings. It is easy to raise the cry of 
Cabala, Mysticism, &c. against those who refer to 
such remote matters ; but sacred Scripture is sacred 

♦ See before, p. 47. That Christ, as the visible JEHOVAH, 
was always the God of Israel, is evident also from a comparison 
of Ifaiah, xKv. 6, and Rev.i, 1, or Isaiah, xli. 4, ^nd xlviii. it 
with Rey. i. 17, ii. S, and xxii. ij. In the Prophet, we read, 
** Thus saith JEHOVAH, the fcng of Israel, and. his Re- 
deemer, the Lord of Hofts, I am the rirst, and I am the Last, 
and besides me there is no God.** Now this very character of 
the God of Israel, Christ assumes to himself, i» the RevelatJowu 
•« I am Alpha and Omega, die Firit and the I^aft." 

Scrq)ture : 
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Scripture : we must not give up die BMe ; and 
diere is much recondite learning to be derived from 
thence, when all the Rhapsodies of the Talmud, 
. Targumists, and CabaJists, are set aside. 

It may appear cafo^distical to insist much upon the 
twelve lettered name of Rabbi Hakkadosh, or the 
forty-two fettered name expository of the Arcana Lr- 
gis\ but it is not cabaKstical, but scriptural, andstrictljr 
so, to lay some stress upon that remarkable passage of 
Deut. vi, 4, ^ The Lord our God is one Lord.'* What 
a difference iloes it make when we read the original 
JEHOVAH our ELOHIM, is ONE JEHOVAH *? 
We cannot get rid of these peculiar expressions. 
ELOHIM is xmdoubtedly a very particular expreia- 
jion ; it is applied in Scripture as 2,fJurai t noun to 

the 

^ [How Yerj similar to tSiis mode of expression is die fz^ssLO^ 
M Lu(ia% so hhtn cited is pvoof of the «tirlT prevaknoe of &i 
Trinitarian doctrine^ where, in banter of the Christian Oatlit 
after «a]rin^ tiiat they must swear by /i&r/^ persons. One in TImtck^ 
gad Three in One* he adds, TavU (plural) m^c Ztjict (singuW)^J 

^ Dr. GeJdes has in a viost dictatorial manner <:ontradIcted ;thf 
concbisions that haye been drawn from this circpmstance $ he rp« 
fuses to admit that the word Elohim, when applied to the trut 
God^ does necess^nrily denote any plurality at zil, much less wf 
plurality of persons : but this deciaes nothing in the present casr^ 
fcr /contend not mfirely for the pluraR$y implied by Elobim^ but 
liEMr the indiftsolttble Unify of the ON£ JEHOVAII. Thepw^ 
pDpt of my remarks is to show that notwithstanding the very «nM> 
phatic manner in which that Unity is asserted* the ti^le Jehofa^ 
in its fullest acoeptation, appears to be ascribed to more persons 
than one. This then gives the real strength and weight to tha 
fibiral form of Ekbim, when applied to t£e true God : and th» 
Unitarians will blunder greatly if they think they derive any 
aidvantage from Dr. Gedd^s's ^ran^e com9ieQt» so contrary to th^ 
aeotinsents of 4>ther eminent bibUcd Crilics^ antient :and nodeni» 
Christian ^wi Jewish. , At all events, it was a wprd, or form «f 
ijpeaking, to be avjoided rather than adopted^ &9m the verycirn 
comstance of its haiang been applied by the Polythetstical heathens 
^ their false Gods^ and yet we find it evenin the iecond command* 

ment 
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Hat false gods , of the Heathens ; applied therefore in 
this emphatic manner to the true God also, it must be 
con^dered as remarkably consistent with that doctrine 
which we concave to be co-eval with, or rather ante^ 
rior to, the creation, that in the Godhead of JEHO- 
VAH, there is a plurality, namely, an ELOHIM. 
It may seem in these days to be a matter of deep 
research, but truth is thus only to be discovered. 
Truth still lies in a well j a deep one ; but not alto- 
gether unfathomable ^ let us only be patient while we 
draw it thence* 

Certain it is, that the ^eat NAME of Jehovah, is 
by the prophets given to the Messiah, and by im- 
plication at least, if not directly, ascrfl)ed to Jesus 
Christ by the writers of the New Testament. Can 
we wonder then, to find the Apostle to the He- 
brews insisting so much on the superiority of 
Christ, above the Prophets of the Old Testam^t, 
describing him as the krightness of God^s glorj^ 

ment so durefUy pointed against polytheism and idolatry : I Jciofmi 
am thy Elokim* See Ben Mordecast Dr. Randolpb'% admirable 
works, and Bishop Huntingford on the Trinity, note xxxiS. The 
ploral form eeems to be chosen znd particularh selected^ in order to 
show that no plurality in the true God, intrin ged the umfy^ A 
modem writer (Mr.Tomlinson) well observes, Why say Elohim is 
ONE Jehovah^ if Elohim be not plural ? It would be indeed^ as 
H^aterlandvrtU observed a long time ago, as much as to say, ''David 
our King is one David ; oriU>raham our Father one Abrabam.**^ 
And the learned author of Horse Solitariae remarks, that such a 
declaration would have been unnecessary, if the word Elohim con- 
veyed one single and similar idea with the word Jehovah ; while^ 
being directed evidently against all idolatry and polytheism, it 
must have been intended to express that the plurality ii) the real 
Godhead of Jehomab was consistent with the Unity. See the Essay 
on the Trinity annexed to the first Vol. of the Horx Solitariae, 3a 
Edit. 1 804. [We may add the following remark from the notes of 
Marefius contra Foliettum : " Neque eft dc nihilo quod non semel 
Deus se unum esse Jehovsh asserat* nunquam vero se dicat unum 
Elohim:'] ^ 

and 
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and the express image of bis person^ as sitting on 
the right hand of the Majesty on High ; bdng 
made so much better -than the ANGELS, as he 
hath by inheritance obtained a more EXCELLENT 
NAME than they ; " for unto which of the ANGELS 
said he at any time. Sit thou on my right hand, until 
I make thine enemies thy footstool?*' Hebrews, L 
Psabncx. i. Matt, xxii. 44. And thus does the 
Apostle to the Philippians speak of the NAME 
given to the Saviour of the World ; " a NAME, 
which is above EVERY NAME ;'* " that at the nan« 
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in Heaven, 
and things in Earth, and things under the Earth, and 
that every tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ is 
LORD, to the Glory of God the Father,'* 

The Name Jesus itself, though a common name 
among the Jews, was yet peculiarly significant, as 
given to the Christ of God. " And thou shalt call 
his name JESUS, for he shall save his People from 
their sins." Matth. i. 21. Luke i. 31. Being the Sa- 
viour of God's people, is every where in the Old 
Testainent mentioned as the peculiar work of the 
Ddty, " They pray unto a God that cannot save; 
there is no God beside me; a just God and a 
Saviour, there is none beside me.** Isaiah, xlv. 2c, 
0,1. Y^t is it said of Christ, that " He is able to 
save unto the uttermost ;" yea, the Mesdah in this 
very book, is spoken of as mighty to save ; saving by 
his own arm ; and by the greatness of his^ strength. 
Isaiah Ixiii. 1—6. compared with Revelations xix. 15. 

I am aware that Sodnian writers have endea- 
voured to turn all these passages against us, bringing 
them forward as proofs, that the name JEHOVAH 
was given to created Angels, Places, Altars, Tem* 
pies, &c. Of the latter I shall take no notice, as the 
cases are totally different : it is the application of it 

to 
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to a person that I am discusdng, jmd there is nothing 
apparently more capable of actual proof, than that 
raE ANGEL in whom JEHOVAH put his NAME, 
was totally different from those, who, to use die very 
words of one of these objectors (Volkelius, lib. 5, de 
Reli^. cat. 9.) " ministrorum potius aut comitum instar 
crant,^' n-om which he himself draws the conclusion, 
that the particular angd, " qui solus Dei personam 
gerebat, et idcirco solus ibidan saepius JEHOV^ 
nomine nuncupabatur,'^ who alone appeared as 
God, and therefore was addressed by the name 
of Jehovah, " caeteros authorkate antecebat," had a 
supereminent authority distinct from that of hig 
r^inue. An authority so truly divine, that the 
Jewish patriarchs did not scruple to render to him 
divine honours, vows, said sacrifices. Whoever will 
consult Scott's Christian Life, Part IL ch. vii. ; Kid- 
der's Demonstration of the Messiah, Part HI. ; Dn 
Allix's Judgment of the Antient Jewish Church 
Against the Unitarians ; or the Letters of Ben Mor- 
decai * j will there find this matter so fiiUy demon- 
strated^ 

* In referring to the learned Author of this work, no doubts 
J sbaH be u\m, what I think of his concWsioss, both on the 
subject of the Trinity, and the Atonement ; I think him wrong 
as to both^ but I admire his learning and talents. I always rise 
from the perusal of his first Letters, more attached than ever to 
the Trinitarian doctrines, aa dedudble' firom both the Jewish and 
Christian Scriptures ^ and as to his Letters on Atoaemenjt J have 
ne^r been at all disturbed by his rea9onings^ and am now less likely 
than erer to be so, since the publication of Professor Magee"^ 
able discourses^ and very learned notes in reply to his arruments; 
l^hether the Author judged himself to be a perfirct jipmfiman% 
j/rian, or Send'Afimh I cannot pretend to say, hut I think be 
ngues irresistibly in regard, to the Messiah being the Jingel of the 
Covenant, the vtsibk jebovahy &c. in the first part of his book : 
and if not altogether orthodox, as to the Trinity, y«t he undo^bt* 
cdly appears to have had strong idean of the divimty 1^4 eternity 
^ the Son or Logos, and that he was Jehovah, and a fit object of 

Jivimt 
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^trated, that no further aipiments, I should thinky 
could be necessary. The Socinian conceits axe mors 
briedy, but quite as satisfaftorily answered in a tracts 
by the celebrated calvinistical Divine^ Nicolaus Ar- 
noldus, entiled Lun in Tenebrisj Franeker^ i66l. 
5ee also Mr. Granville Sharp's Law of Nstfure. 

This great Nsune of JEHOVAH, then, is given to 
the Angel of God's presence, in the Old Testament^ 
and to no other Angd, or visible Being whatsoever, 
if we except the Messiah, to whom m the prophecies 
the same great NAME is assigned^ as well as other 
most ^gnc&:ant tkles, the value and importance of 
which will soon cease to be enquired into, or re- 
gsy'ded, if the « puWc can once be brought to be 
satisfied with a version, in which every tlmig of this 
sort is as much as possible suppressed. * 

Because the Greek term AfyrXd; admks i£ bdng 
rendered Messenger as well as Angel, great endes^ 
yours are made to con&und our Redeemer with ail 
the Messengers or Prophets that preceded him, and 
thQ utmost distinction allowed him, is that of beiag 
the highest of either order of celestial messengtrsu 
But there is one remarkable prophecy of the conui^ 
of the Messi^, which may admirably serve to shsfv 
the real knportance of certain Scriptural terms. In 
the third ch. of Malachi we read, " Behold I witt 

divine worship. Were I to attempt the conversion of the Jewi* . 
v^hich the Unitarians seem to hate so madi at heart, I should make 
more ufe of the Letters of Ben Mdrdetaifihzti of any book I ever 
yet read, but particularly from the pen erf any vt^riter of tie XJA 
tarian persuasion. 

* I may truly say tuptressed^ for who would suppose tha^ 
srfter all, their own model ArcWbishop l^ewcomte says, iq a note 
fart of which the Editors transcribe, that the Son was the Mimrs' 
Jehovi^^ rerhm Jehovah, or Jehovah — ^the Reveder of hk fti-. 
thcr's will under the Old Covenant — ^the E|*!yjil»jr» <^ declarer of 
his will, his image and representative. See his not^ on Jofan,i« t- 
See Patrick also on Levis, xx. 23. and Deur. txn. tt, 

send 



Digitized by VjOOQ IC 



94 Remarks on the improved 

aeod my messehgery and he shall prqpare the war 
before me : and the Lord whom ye seek, shall sud- 
daily come to his temple, even the messenger of 
die covenant, whom ye delight in *, saith the Lord 
cf Hosts/* This is as it stands in the received 
tect. Now the observations to be made upon it 
are these : First, the person speaking is described 
to be the Lord of Hosts: it is in the original JE- 
HOVAH SABAOTH. t" " Behold, Twill send my 
messenger before ME. Messenger is here proper; 
it evidently alludes to Elias or his representative 
rather, John the Baptist, (our Lord himself so 
s^Iies it, Matth. xi. lo, Mark, i. 2, Luke, vii. 27.) 
Bdfore ME is consistent with Isaiah, xl. 3. The 
▼Dice of him tl^at cryeth in the wilderness, " Prepare 
ye the way of JEHOVAH." t— ^' And the Lord 
irfiom ye seek.** — ^Here in the original it is the 
ADON or JEHOVAH ADONAI, him whom David ' 
called his Lord (as our Saviour himself remarked} 
Psalm cx» I. HE shall suddenly come to HIS 
temple, the temple of. Jerusalem, that is, the temple 
of God, the temple of the Lord of Hosts ! Even the 
messenger of the covenant ; angel of the covenant 
would undoubtedly have been more proper. The 
cngel of the covenant was the visible JEHOVAH ; 
no ^conunon angel, " not an angel in ^that low 

* Let the Jetvs attend to this, and see for a most circumstan- 
tial explanation of the passage, Bishop Horsley's four Sermoi^s 
on the place in the «d Vol. of his Discourses. 

\ Nobody believmg the New Testament, will deny that Jesus 
Omst is the Redeemer of the World ; but says Isaiah, xlvii. 4. 
The NAMEof our REDEEMER is JEHOVAH SABAOTH, 
H org Solitariae. 

X [Instead of « make his paths strait," the LXX it is well 
known, for av% read t» ©EOT t;|x«yK, which is agreeable to the He- 
brew, and *' Make strait in the desert a highway for our GOD;» 
it Bishop JLow/^*! Onnalation.] 

sensq 



Digitized by 



Google 



Version of the New Testament. 95 

sense in which it is objected to the Arians, as if 
tbey beUeved him but Uttle superior to mankind^ 
but as he is represented by Paul and Stephm 
and Moses, superior to all angels, who are under 
his command and pay worship to Ura. (Heb. L 6* 
9.) Who is declar^ by Moses to be the glory of 
God, and the ^militude of God, and by the Chris- 
tians to be the brightness or ray of his glory, and 
the express image of his person ; and the whole of 
his character, as it is descnbed Exodus, xxxir. 5, 6. 
is particular and personal ; and designed to distin-. 
guish him &om aU other angels, and as superior to 
them. For it is the glory of one particular person 
that was discovered ; and die moral attributes of one 
particular person which are there specified *.'• 

" T&king then these Scriptures together,** says 
another learned writer *, " it appears that the pro- 
mised Messiah was the ejqpected ADON ; and being 
the ADON of the temple (or of his people,) he was 
therefore JEHOVAH ; and that consequently he 
is styled in the communion of the Sacred Trinity 
ADONAI JEHOVAH. Instances of this truth," he 

* Ben Morduw^z Lettert, ii. 19. And the same learned 
writer, speaking of this very prophecy' of MaHachi^ Letter ^^ 
p. ^, says, " These are the last words of the last of war Pto- 
phets : and these beine claimed by Jesus Christ to refer to JoIm 
the Baptist and himself^ connect the old revelation with the mw 
one ; and prove the Chrutiafi scheme to be only a continuance and 
farther completion of the original design of God, to bring men 
to eternal life by his Son, Jesus Christ, the jfn^el of the Covenant^ 
the AdoH or Lord of the Temple; who was toretold by die pro- 
phets under the character of Jehovah ; who led our fathers out of 
Egyfty that He should return, and dwell with them, and make a 
ne*w covenant with them. It is the completion of this prophecT» 
that begins the Christian dispensation : the promise being htenJly 
fulfilled^ when Chmt appeared in the character of Mesoah, the 
Son of Man, and Prince of Peace.*' 

t See Hor« Solitariae^ jdXdit. VoLi. 64. 
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^(H <^ fn^ht be ttiuldpKed, if necect^iy : but pf o» 
babty th^e wH) stifBce to satisfy ev^ beKeter, 
dttt be is not wotghippihg a mere man, ad the So- 
dnians dream ; nor an imerior God, as the Arians 
maintain; but JEHOVAH Elohhti in the kmnan 
nature, and united to the viable form of Jesus of 
Na2areth*/* 

This is the sort of knowledge which the Unita- 
lians des|Mse as cabalistical, mystical, and unintel- 
ligible, but it is purely scriptural. It is capable of 
b^g nndenstood witboot the illustrations of Targum^ 
iste or Rabbins. It is to be found in the Kble, in 
die very words tod terms of Scripture ; it may be 
obscured or misrepresemed, but it cannot be anni- 
hilated. The Logos of St. John is not to be sought 
for fai the writings of Platonic Philosophers or Ha- 
tonic Fathers, except as far as their Logos agrees 
with the ADONAI JEHOVAH of the Jews, the 
angil Gf the covenant^ the angel 6f God^s presence. 
These are the titles under \fhich we must search 
for the true Logos of St. Jdhn j not that I should 
disdain to refer to Jewish comn^entators upon such 
a subject, if we needed their help ; but Grotius has 
almost done this for us sufBdently in that short 
chapter of his book de Veritate Religionis ChrU- 
tian^^ B. V. 21. (Much also to the same effect 
may be found in-Witaus Misc. Vol. ii. de Michaek.) 
The following testimony however, produced by 
Grotius out of the comment of R. Moses the son 
of Neheman on the 5th chap, of Joshua, is too 

♦ Sometimes, sdys Bishop Chandler, gpeaking of the Divintf 
WORD '< he is indeed treated as an Angel or Messenger ; but 
even then is so ^stinguished from all other angels in respect of 
itjqesty, authority, and power, or dignified with the incommunica- 
ble title of JEHOVAH, that they had not the least thought of 
his being a mere angel." Sermon before the King, 1718. 

8 much 
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much to the purpose to be passed by. Speaking 
of the angel who presided over the Jewish dispensa- 
tions, he says, " Iste angelus, si rem ipsam dica- 
mus,*' " that angel, to say the truth, is the ANGEL 
REDEEMER, (angelus Redemptor) of whom it is 
written, for my NAME is in him. He was the 
angel who said to Jacob, I am the GOD of Bethel. 
Of whom it is said, GOD called to Moses out of 
the midst of the bush ; he was called an angel be- 
cause he governs the world. For it is written 
JEHOVAH (that is, the LORD GOD), brought us, 
out of Egypt. And again, the angel of GOD's pre- 
sOTce saved us, and without doubt the angel of God*s 
presence was he of whom it is said, MY PRESENCE 
shall go before thee, and I will give thee rest. In a 
word, he is the angel of whom the prophet spake, 
the Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come to his 
temple, even the ANGEL of the COVENANT 
whom ye delight in *.'* 

If these were the opinions and expectations 
of the Jews, how intelligible would the begin- 
ning of St. John's Gospel be to them, if, laying 
aside all thoughts of the Platonic or Gnostic 
systems, we were to substitute for the term Logo§, 
the angelus redemptor , or angel of the covenant! 

* [And yet, says Bishop Horsley, with a degree of animation 
well befitting such a scholar and theologian, in the face of the 
pefverse and ignorant contradictions he alludes to, ** We are 
told that this doctrine (of the identity of Jehovah and the Mes^ 
sengtr of the Covenant in Malachi ) no less than that of the Divinity of 
the Messiah, was a novelty in the third or fourth century after the 
birth of Christ — ^an invention of the dark and superstitious ages I-— 
The two indeed must stand or fall together : we claim for BOTH 
a reverend antiquity : we appeal to the sacred Archives of the 
ANCIENT JEWISH CHURCH, Vfhmhath are registered in 
chatters which do to this day, and we trust »hall to the last, defy 
the injuries of time.'* Sermons, Vol. iii, 24, 25.] 

H It 
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It would then be altogether consistent \nth tlic 
descriptions given in the Old Testament of the 
visible JEHOVAH, as well as of the Messiah, said 
the titles by which each is distinguidied. " In ^ 
beginning was the angeius redemptor or ANGEL of 
the covenant \ and the angel of the covenant was with 
God, and the angel of tl^ covenant was God. The 
same was in the beginning with God. All things 
were made by Him, and wkhout Him was not any 
Aing made that was made. In Him was life, and 
the life was the light of men. And the ANGEL 
of the COVENANT was made flesh, and dwelt 
among us, (and we beheld his GLORY, the glory 
as of the only-begottwi of the Father,) full of gra^e 
and truth.'* 

Instead of any reference of this nature to a pre- 
existent Being, whose coming in the flesh had beMi 
particularly foretold by all the Jewish Prc^jhels, 
these Editors, I am sorry to say, so confound mat- 
tes, as to mislead beth Jew and Christian* The 
Word they make ^ mere title given to Jesus as the 
revealer of God's word *. " In the beginningy* k 
ihe beginning of his ministry. That " the Word was 
vnth Gody'* signifies that he withdrew from the world 
pireviously to his ministry, and went into retiremait 
more freely to commune with his Maker. And this 
is actually illustrated by a reference to Exodus, xxxiv. 
where Moses is said to have been with God in the 
Momit J which presence of God every Jew ou^t to 
know was the visible Jehovah, in fact Christ himself. 
** And the word was God^' xal 0£o; nw Aofo?, for 
want of the article before €Mo^, they render^ and the 

♦ They quote ArchbiskopNewcome for this, at I have dMOTTcdj 
but without noticing his subsequent remarks, which aie m ceo* 
formitj to what is bore advanced/ 

word 



Digitized by 



Google 



Version of the New Testament. 99 

word was a God, rejecting Archbisho|> Newcome's 
reading, " was God/* which of coucse diey put in the 
margin. References are made, as we m^ht expect^ 
to that mode of speaking among the Jews, by which 
those are ddled Gods to whc«n the word of God 
came, and to which our Saviour himseUF particulariy: 
alluded, John, x. 35* ; but it shoiild at least be noted» 
that our Saviour^s argument which he draws from it^ 
evidently tends to exalt his own title hr beyond 
these, and it can scarcely be held to imply less thin 
this plain matter of fact : " If they were stjded Gods, 
to whom the word of God only came, and wkb 
whom he corawrsed^ can I who am this very A«f<^ 
be said to bho^heme, in saying that I am the So& of 
God ?"* And thea, referring to his miracles, ** If I da 
not the works of my FATHER, believe me not :*' 
but, say the Editors, his argument only tended to 
^hew that he was a God, like other prophets to 
whom the word of God came. Then it was a very 
weak argument surely, since the Jews so little un- 
derstood it, that after they had heard it, they renewjed 
their ch^ge of blasphemy, and again sought to tak^ 
him, in order to stone him, so that he was (AKged 
iniraculousily to escape from them. 

But two grammatical .emendations are suggested j 
" some translate the passage, God was the Word, 
and Crellius conjettured^ that the true reading was 
0£«, the Word was God's." These emendations have 
long been known. The lat^, howe^r plausiblej the 
traa^lators reject, as of w^ authority ; to the fownef 
they do not object. The mention of either is a plain 
proof that the original appears against them, but there 
IS actually a rule s»noiag dialecticians which would 
secure to us the true reading. It is thus expressed 
by an eminent critic, ** Nam dicdo, quae habet ard- 
culum, apud Graacos est, ut aiunt dialectici, in ora- 

H 2 tiione 
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done subjectum, seu prima pars/* The Word, thaff 
is, to which the article is prefixed, must be the sub- 
ject to the sentence ; so that " God was the Word," 
would he a perfect perversion of the text, and thoagb 
true in a certain sense, by no means equivalent to 
the real import of the Greek. " Itaque, (thus Beza 
concludes his note upon it,) ut vitaremus periculosam 
amphiboliam, quae non est in Graeco sermone, na- 
turalem ordinem constructionis secuti, priore loco 
subjectum, posterioreattributon coUocavimus^** Eras- 
mus also has takai great pains to show how entirely 
the divinity and personality of the Logos, are esta- 
blished, by the pecujiar construction of this sentence 
as it stands, Kat 0£Of ny o AoFog. The translators have 
added an article to 0mc in this passage, " The Word 
was /j: God/' I have had occasion to notice such inser- 
tions before *. 

*^ By 

* God forbid that I should be wilfully ludicrous upon sucli 
a subject; but so very strange do the comments ot modem 
Unitarians appear to me, when, pretending to expound matters 
according to the Jewish Phraseology, they would insist upoii it, 
that the Unitarian sense of the Proem of St. John's Gospel must 
have been so obvious from the Jirst, as that none could mistake 
it, that I could scarcely express what I feel upon the subject, 
otherwise, than by contrasting the above simple Paraphrase, in 
which I have substituted the Angelus Redemptor for the Logos, 
with the perplexed account of matters as explained by the 
Unitarians. 

We may then fairly suppose their Paraphrase to run thus— r 
Er a.p%yi >!» Aof? — ** In the beginning was the Word."— By the 
beginning I by no means intend the beginning of the Creation, 
or of all things, but merely the beginning of the Gospel dispen* 
sation. I do not specify this to be my meaning, because I con- 
clude you will perceive it, though I know weff enough, that I 
express myself exactly as though I did mean it,^ and that another 
beginning m<ix/ be present to \yofir minds, when the world muu 
made, by the Logos or Word of God ; however, 1 certainly do 
not mean this ; 1 mean to make no sort of allusion to any thing 
you may happen to know^ or have prcvioudy heard, of the 

Logos 
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" By him was life." " In him was life/' says their 
Tnodel archbishop Newcome; but his rendering is 

refused. 

Logos or Word of God, by whom the world was made ; but I 
^nean merely to give this appellation to Jesus Christ, a man like 
myself, because he was commiflioDed to reveal the Word of 
God, ^that is in Greek, the ^ofocj to mankind : it is what 
grammarians and rhe^toricians would call a metonymy ; I do 
not tell you this in my gospel, because, notwithstanding .any 
f)rejudices to the contrary, I think you must know it by 
instinct. 

— Ka» Ao/o< %it frpoi T«» 0io» *^ And the Word was with 

God ;" — thatMS, not with him really or personally, but how do 
you think ? why, in the way of retirement or Private commwuoth 
as might be the case with you or me or any otner man. Do not 
fancy he was really with God, though 1 say so ; there is some- 
thing implied under the preposition «po; which I do not stop to 
explain to you, becaufe I conclude that you, and every convert 
that comes after you, however unacquainted with the Greek km- 
guage, women and children, will easily comprehend what J jneai^ 
by instinct, 

Ka» Qm fiv A0/J5— *' And the Word was GOD."— 'Do not 
mistake me, I mean God was tie Word\ though contrary to 
grammar, depend upon it this is my particular meaning ; or if 
you do not like this, mind that @?o( has in this place no article 
before it, therefore, at the utmost it can only miply that the 
Word was A God, perhaps you will think Jupiter or Mercury : 
not 80, but yet A God, one, in short, of the Jewish Elohim^ 
but take special care you do not account it one of the Elohim 

rken of in Deuteronomy* vi. 4. for of course it h impossible I 
uld mean any such thing, though indeed I know that you 
have been broi\ght up to beheve that the Word of God was 
the appearing Jehovah^ and therefore might reasonably be ac- 
counted one of the Elohim^ which God himself has told us^ con- 
•titutes ONE Jehovah; but had Im^ant to describe him to be 
Jehovaht I should, you may he sure, have put the definite article 
before 0eor, and called him h Gsc^, a distinction which in no 
manner belongs to him. Though indeed I well know that St. 
Matthew has blundered so greatly as to deceive you in this par- 
ticular, when he tell^ you that the Messiah was to be GOD 
WITHXTS, that is, in our laoguage, Emmanuel^ in the blun- 
dering Greek of St. Matthew, fjueb' r,;x«.v b t^c ... — This may not 
fltrike you at first sight ; but depend upon it, he never meant 
Jdxyvahi he only meant a God in some way or other as / do ; 
f H 3 ^ 
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revised. The Greek is EN ATTX2, which the Editors 
explain, " he was the Revealer of life," referring to 
John, vi. 68, &c. The Evangelist, I will venture to 
say, intended much more than this, that he was in 
feet, " the Fountain of life, to the whole creation,^' 
as Doddridge expresses it. That he had, (as the 
Evangelist himself says in another place,) equally 
with the Father, Zmy ty eautw, " Life in himself J* 
ch. V. 26. 

"There was a man sent from God.** These few 
words of the Evangelist the Unitarians would have 
written in gold : this illustrates, they say, ver. i. 3. 
To be sent from God in^lies diat he had been first 
^th God ; therefore Jonn.came down from Heaven 
as truly as the divine Logos. John was as truly from 
above, as ti:uly with God in the beginning, as truly 
came forth from God when he came into the world, bs 
the blessed Jesus : so says their great authority Mr. 
Cappe; but WHAT does JOHN THE BAPTIST 
HIMSELF say ? Why, that so far from being upon 

do not therefore on any account attend to its insertion of the 
article, mind only my omission of it. 

• I dare not proceed, though I am sorry to say, ideas still more 
«trange crowd in upon my mmd i but ridicule is no test of troth 
one way or the other ; and I should scorn to use it, especisdly 
upon such a topic, otherwise than to show, by some such brief 
specimen, how nearly it borders upon an a^ual absunTtty^ to 
suppose, that a Jewish Evangelist couW ta th^se days have so 
expressed himself, subject to Uie interpretation which Ufi^arians 
HOW put upon his words. 

[I should willingly have transcribed, as remarkably applicable 
to the above note, the remarks of the learned Wititus (Misc. 
Sacr. tom.ii. pp.591, 592.) on the Socintdn mode of interpreting 
Scripture, but that it is now to be found at length in a work of 
greater notoriety than my own, th^ celrfjrated Discourses mid 
Dissertations ot my learned friend Dr. Ma^, (now Dean of 
Cork) on Sacrifice and jitonement^ so often ated in these pages. 
See his third emtion, vol* i. 189. j 

any 
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»y footing of equality with HIM, whose forerunner 
he was appointed to be, " He that comethy>w» above^ 
saith he, is above all : he that is of the earth, is earthly^ 
and speaketh of the earth : he that cometh from 
Heaven^ is above all : how Above all *, if he hmiself 

and 

* A few tbnigs here deserve to be brought together, i&L 
John ¥ra8 certainly comparing Christ with himself, i. e. with his 
foremsner, but the forerunner of the Messiah was the fore- 
ruaner of JEHOVAH, Isaiah, xl. 3. Malachi, iii. i. Here he 
says, Christ is ABOVE ALL ; but who except the God of 
Israel, JEHOVAH, can properly be said to be ABOVE ALLf 
compare Psalm Ixxxiii. 18. Besides this, St. Paul csdls Christ, 
if BOt • Kt;^ie( f| vfocvvf I CoT. XV. which IS somewhat doubted^ 
yet ftt least, ro* «i^»o» ^m Hn, THE LORD OF GLORY, 
i Cor. ii. 8. See Sharp on the Law of Nature. I would aaky 
whether John*8 testimony that Chrkt was ABOVE ALL, matnti 
««»!«», is not a strong confirmation of the common Version and 
reading of Romans, ix. 5. o v¥ tv* vai^ta x [t. >. Archbishop 
Newcome is curiously cited upon this place. The learned 
Primate remarks, *^ If coming from above, or &om heaven, 
be meant omly receiving a divine commission : then John came 
from above, or from heaven, as well as Jesus.'* This remark of 
the learned Primate, say the Editors, is perfectly just ; accord- 
ingly the Baptist is said to have been sent from God, ch. t. 
6. and his Baptism to have come from Heaven. Matth. xxi. 2 c« 
Mark, xi. 30. Luke, xx. 4. Thus then the Primate^ as well 
iCs John tlie Baptist, is made to express the very things he in- 
tended not. Both unquestionably meant to imply, thstt the 
aiisdon and authority of Jesus far exceeded that of the Baptist, 
and to use the very words of the latter, that the one was from 
Heaven, the other from the Earth : for the latter clause of 
the comparison is sUghted, and scarcely noticed ; but if they 
would refer tot some of their own authorities, they will find 
that it plainly relates to the eartUy origin of the Baptist ; Na- 
tut secunjuia Mam legem, is Grotius'* expression, (to whom they 
.refer) ; and Doddridge, whom they cite ip a former note, para- 
]>fara8e8 it, " he that is bom like me, in a natural way." Be- 
sides their reference to the Baptism of John, Luke, x*. 4. where 
our Saviour asks, the Baptism of John, was it from heaven or 
from men, 8cc* is iU-chosen, and their gloss upon it stiH worse : 
'* Observe here,** say they, *^ that coming from Heaven signifies, 
not local descent, but being of divine authority;" for u thev 
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and every other prophet czmefrom Heaven^ and came 
from abovey in like manner ? The Editors determine 
not to see this inconsistency ; they continually insist 

will turn back to Luke^ iii. 2i> 22. they will find, that accord- 
ing to their own Version, there was at the Baptism of Jesus ^ both 
a^ oodUy appearance f and a local descent of the spirit from Heaven, 
MTii ntififsfei*, and '' a voice from Heaven besides, saying, THOU 
art MY BELOVED SON!" One would scarcely bcEeve, (but 
it is true,) that in another place, the Editors insist upon this 
visible appearance and audible voice, in strong terms, to support 
an argument, and to justify a new reading ; in doing which they 
expressly, and in terms, acknowledge a local and visible descent 
of the Spirit of God* This is to be foimd in their note on John, 
T. 3S. — chap. viii. 42. Our Saviour says, '* I came forth from 
God/' This, the Editors say, is explained in the next clause, 
** he sent me,** as his messenger, that is, and Revealer of his will 
to man : and they refer us to chap. i. 6, '' There was a man sent 
from God whose name was John.*' Thus it is that they persist 
in confounding what the Baptist, the Evangelist, and Jesus him- 
self have in the strongest manner endeavoured to distinguish. 
The Baptist says, he himself was from the Earth, but Jesus from 
Heaven ; the Evangelist records abundance of comparisons to this 
effect, and assures us, chap. xx. 31, that his sole object in writing 
his Gospel was to shew, that Jesus was the Christ, the Son of God; 
and our Saviour himself declares, that no man but himself had 
seen the Father ; and yet we must merely regard him as a Pro- 
phet, no otherwise sent from Heaven than John was, no other- 
wise the Son of God than the Evangelist himself, no otherwise 
known to the Father than as his mspired messenger : but if 
we consider the foregoing note, and compare Scripture with 
t^cripture, we shall have further proof of their inconsistencies. 
To be sent from the Father, it seems, implies not any local descent 
from heaven, as we may see by the terms in which John's 
mission is mentioned, John, i. 6. : now in John, xiv. 26. it is said, 
** But the Comforter, even the Holy Spirit, which the Father 
will send ,in my name, he shall teach you all things. But when 
the Holy Spirit vfas sent by the Father to sanctify Jesus at his 
Baptism, the Editors admit a local descent and bodily appear- 
ance ; and this Spirit was clearly not the Father, though they 
Insist upon it that the Spirit of God is God ; in chajp. xri. 7, 
this very Spirit (our Saviour says) I will send unto you, and 
he did so by a visible (descent from Heaven on the day of 
Pentecost. 

upon 
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upon it, that Christ no more descended personally 
from Heaven than John the Baptist, and yet that the 
latter meant to show, by these very expressions that 
the character and powers of Christ were super-eminent. 
They omit no opportunity of comparing the mission 
of the Baptist with the mission of our Saviour ; if the 
former is said to have been " sent from ** God, so is 
the latter, therefore they would infer (indeed they 
insist upon it) that if the latter came down from 
Heaven, so did the former; but as they know that the 
former did not personally descend from Heaven, so 
are they sure that the latter could not have done so: 
though the Baptist himself expressly draws that com- 
parison between them, " he that is from above," and 
" he that is from the earth,*' yet will they positively 
assert, that his expressions imply, that he that was 
from above was only from the earth, and he who 
was from the earth, undoubtedly came down from 
Heaven. If John was sent from God, he must have 
been with God, says their e?cpositor Mr. Cappe. 
What then does our Saviour tell us of those who 
come from God ,in the way he himself came from God? 
" No man hath seen the Father, but he that is from 
God, (so the Editors render John, vi. 46.) uto^^ this 
person, this one person (for it is in the singular). He 
hath seen the Father.** Whether this one person was 
John the Baptist or the Blessed Jesus, we leave the 
reader to determine. 

It is a question that surely needs no Elias to re- 
solve, though the Elias of the New Testament, 
John the Baptist himself, would surely have re- 
sented every doubt upon the subject ; however, 
they make an eflFort to get over this ; to " see the 
Father, is to know his willf*' we are told in the 
notes, and are referred back to v. 4. of the same 
chap, and to v. 9. of chap. xiv. These references, 

however. 
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however, upon other occasions, cannot resolve the 
principal question, which is, in what manner Christ 
came from God, so as to be unlike all otheir pro- 
t)hets. The Editors tell us, to tomtfromXiodisto 
be commissioned by Him, as for instance, John the 
Baptist was ; but here they deviate something from 
the text, rendering ci ju?j o m wxpic t« 0f8, he that 
is from God, though the passage is exclusive, and 
plainly distinguishes the blessed Jesus, from all 
other Prophets whatsoever ; and we have nothing 
but the positive contradictions of the Unitarian 
party, to prove to us, that though he says himself, 
he tame from Heaven, he certainly did not come 
from Heaven ; though he declares he had seen the 
Father, he certainly had Hot actually seen the 
Father, though he assures us that He in a most 
peculiar and singular manner came forth from God, 
(ex ra 0f« e^uxSev, a Strong and singular expression) 
he certainly came from him no otherwise than like 
the prophets of old, and^ his own immediate fore- 
runner. 

But in one place these, critics seem to be caught 
in their own traps. The whole dispute rests upon 
what is to be understood literally, and what figura- 
tively. If this is to be left to the arbitrary determi- 
nation of every critic, what confusion must needs 
ensue ! Here then, if any where, we ought to look 
for some established canons of criticism. Now the 
Editors think they ftirnish us with one, tipon this 
very subject. When our Saviour saith, chap. viii. 
23, " Ye are from beneath, I am from above," they 
dispute the inference of Archbishop Newcome rtheir 
model), that " this clause is expressive of a local 
residence in heaven, antecedent to his e^stence on 
earth ; because, as the first clause must be Undei*- 
stood figuratively, so must the latter also : but when 

the 
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die Evangdist (whose eense of matters^ in general 
the Editors would be thoughf^ to respect) writes 
thus: *^ Now Jesus having known that his hour 
was come, that he should dq>art out of this world 
to the Father, though he knew, I say, that the 
Father gave all things into his hands, and that he 
came from Gody and was going to God;** this canon 
of criticism must needs be laM aside to answer their 
purposes. Alas ! not so. It is a rule only to restrain 
Archbishops. They openly violate it, now it tells against 
them ; and hoping their readers may lose all recol- 
lection of matters between the pages 226 and 242, they 
deliberately explain it thus in their notes ; " he came 
from God," (which is the first clause of the verse,) 
" as his messenger to the world ;'* that is, fipira- 
tively^ as John cUd, to whose mission they again ex- 
pressly refer ; viz. ch. i. 6, but, ** he was going to 
God,'* the last clause of the verse, we must surely 
have leave to understand literally, for they do not 
discredit his death, resurrection, or ascension ; they 
acknowledge, " he was {literally) going to God, to 
give an account of his charge, his public mission 
and ministry being closed." Thus it is, that the 
Editors undertake to render the New Testament 
" generally intelligible," by sending us from the 
jSgure to the letter, and from the letter to the figure, 
as from pillar to post, and from post to pillar. The 
two clauses of the verse before us cannot be re- 
duced to their canon, without rendering both of 
them literally, because nothing could be more lite- 
rally true, than that Christ was about to ascend per- 
sonally to his Father in Heaven *. ** So then, ^er 

the 

* Chap. xvi. ver. 28. is still stronger against them according to 
their own canon. '*/ came forth from the Father^ and am come into 
the world. Again, / leave the world, and go to the Father 5" and 

yet 
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the Lord had spoken to them, he was taken up into 
Heaven, and sat on the right-hand of God, Mark, xvi. 
19. Whatever figure of speech there may be in 
this passage, the Unitarians never doubt of the literal 
ascension * and' glorification of the crucified Jesus ; 

they 

yet they forget themselves so much as to assert, in a note on the 
very next verse, that coming forth from the Father, is to be takep 
figuratively. 

*' He hath a demon and is mad,'* John, x. 20. These words, say 
,the Editors, express cause and effect ; he was Rterally mad, they 
acknowledge ; but that he had a demon, is so bold ?i figure^ it 
.seems, that nothing can he more absurd than the mere supposition of 
such a cause* — [See Mr. RenneWs Animadversions, pp.75>76. and 
some admirable remarks upon the subject in the Monthly Review 
of Mr. Belsham's *^ Calm Inquiry into the Scripture Doctrine 
concerning the person of Christ.'* N°3. vol. Ixviii. July 1812.— 
I have stiU Mother comment to produce to the purpose, some- 
what singular, but acute and forcible. In answer to the Unita- 
rian delegates travelling through Scotland, or rather to frustrate 
their insidious attempts, a learned presbyter thus addresses his 
countrymen on this very passage — '' If they tell you, when 
Christ says, ' / came down from Heaven* he must be understood 
metaphorically, but when he says, ' I goto Heaven* * / ascend to 
the Father^* he is to be understood literally ; — ^this is to call you 
an ideot, since no rational creature can assent to such a commen- 
tary. T. F. P. says, * I came forth from England, and am 
come into Scotland : again, I leave Scotland, and go to Eng- 
land ;' How would Mr. T. F. P. stare if some commentator 
were to argue thus : Mr. Palmer never was in England, there- ^ 
fore the first clause of this text must be explained metaphorically ; 
it only can mean that he had his mission froni England as an Uru" 
iariott prophet ; but the last clause must be taken in a literal sensip ; 
for T. F. P. actually intends to retium personally to England. 
Why should anUnitarian stare at this conmient, when he daily puts 
the same brutish and nonsensical interpretation on the words of 
the Most High n 

* In their pote on John, vi. 62. they observe^ " to ascend where 
he was before, is, as all interpreters agree, to ascend to heaven ;*' 
but they pretend still that to the Son of Man, this can apply only 
figuratively. Christ then surely must have been literally the Son 
of God, in order to have literally so ascended to heaven ; and if 
one clause of a verse is to determine the charader of both^ this 
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they ought not therefore according to their own rule 
to doubt of his actual descent from Heaven, which is 
quite as fully expressed in the first clause of this 
verse, as his death, resurrection, ascension, and glo- 
rification, are in the last member of it 

" Ka» • Aofof (Tflif g fyivfTd/' This is rendered " and 
the Word was fledi,'* literally and correctly enough. 
The received text, however, and Archbishop New- 
come's rendering are rejected, " the Word was 
made flesh,** and " the Word became, flesh,** (which 
latter is the Primate*s rendering). But an amaidment 
is proposed in the notes, as " nevertheless the Word 
was flesh ;** that is,, say the Editors, " though this 
first preacher of the Gospel was honoured with 
such signal tokens of divine confidence and favour, 
though he was intrusted with so high an ofiice, 
he was nevertheless a mortal man ! !**— ^Cappe. We 

was, where he liter ally was before : St. Paul himself^ indeed, 
seems to have settled that .where the ascent and descent of Christ 
are thus brought together, both must be taken literally, £phe- 
sians, iv. 9, 10. for though Commentators differ as to the mean- 
ing of the lower parts of the Earth, yet they are agreed that it 
must be taken literally whether it alludes to the incarnation or 
death of Christ : see Doddridge. That it is not a figurative ex- 
pression for the descent into Hell, Bishop Pearson argues at length 
m his fifth Article of the Creed : see also Beza in Loc. Grotius's 
comment is, Etiam Deus, de quo sensu primum obvio agit Psal* 
mus, primum descenderat sed in Montem Sinai : Christus vero 
multo inferius in eam partem, in qua homines solent vivere ; and 
it is singular enough that in proof of this actual descent of Christ, 
he refers to those very passages wherein these Editors assure us 
no actual descent is spoLen of, as John, iii. 13 ; vi. 33, 38^ 41, 

4^» 5?> 5^ &c- 

It is well worth while for the reader to turn to Scott's Chris- 
tian Life, Part II. chap.vii. vol. 2, where he will see, how ad- 
mirably that very learned and excellent writer argues from this 
reference to Psalm Ixviii. that Christ must have been the Angel 
JEHOVAflj who so often appeared to the Patriarchs and gave 
the Law from Mount Sinai. 

arc 
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are glad to see tiiat they me wiUing to admit, 
that it was something surpr^g that , he should be 
k mortal man ; it must also he as surprising there-* 
fere that he ^^ du>uld dwell among us ;" but --how 
or where was he to dwell otiierw^ if a mere man f 
It could not be surprising thai the man Jesus should 
dwell aniong his fisllQw-creatures, but surprising 
enough it was that the divine Logos should do so. 
This •* nevertheless^* therefore we will admit, tf they wiU 
allow us to giTe k its proper force, and read it jdiiis 
«— ^^ nevertheless the divine Logos, diait was in the 
beginning with God, and that was God, afid who 
made the worid, was man also, that is, took fleshy 
asid dwdt among us.*' This must be the proper 
force of the Evangeiists " Nevertbekss^^* if that is 
to be the rendering of x«(, for the tokens of dialmc- 
tion particularly enumerated by the Kvangeliat are» 
that " the Word was actually in the beginning with 
God, and was God,** A God only indeed, the 
Editors say, but that would give the same force to 
their " nevertheless," for the <|uestiQn is, how could 
a God become a man ? But the Evangelist goes c^ to 
say, " And we beheld his glory, the glory as of the 
only-begotten of the Father/* Here then another 
« nevjerAeless*' might l^ necessary. For if it were 
wonda:ful that the Logos ^ould he man, it was 
equally wonderful that a man should be the Logos 
of God, ox shine in the glory of his only-begotten 
Soa. The great quealioB is, what wa* that gkry of 
which the Evangelist^ speaks? Now in the language 
of those times, ppio$t unquestionably, "the glory of 
the only-b^ottai of the Father '' was 4e visible 
JEHOVAH, ^rfiom. Philo the Jew calk the SON 
OF GOB ; and the FIRST BEGOTTEN of the 
Father before all creatures, and the WORD of 
GOD J and His glory was the Scbechinah or Joga Gi* 

mentioned 
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meadoned so often in the Sq>tuagint translation. 
The particle ig (as), Kscator and oihers tell us % * 
does not here signify similitude^ but reality and cer^ 
iainty ; the sense of the words therefore must b^ 
« We beheld his gloiy, («f) namely^ the glory or 
Sehechinah of the only-begotten of the Father j 
an4» ^ ^* HammcHid explains it, such a glory as 
\iKas iacoit4>atible with any other but the true eternal 
^n iff Gad i and thss seems to be the right meanr 

I have observed, than die Editors set aside the 
received text, " aad the Word was made flesh.** They 
will nevec allow ty^vHo to imply so much, because 
yn^fjt,eu does not signify to create t^ but to be. Th^ 
being however of a thing made includes the making. 
When it is said above, K«i ^/ avrn i xotrfAog cyeycrt, 
if X0<rf4fr mean the visible world §, cycv/Io, which, 
pcmits to the efficient cause of it, must include tl^ 

* Sec Whitby. 

f Ben Mordeca'« Letters, [particularly Letter li. p. 35. where 
lie Tery aHy oootendfi^ that Isaiah, y. i. is indisputably proved 
to be a vision of the Logos^ by the reference of the Evangelist, 
John, xii. 41. See also Lowth on Isaiah, vi. and Allix on the 
Judgment of the Jewish Church, p. 246. ; but the Editors wovli 
read " foreeaw," instead of " saw ** with Dr, Clarke, to th^ 
evident contsadiction of the Evangelist.] 

J Mr- Sijiipsoi^, in his Essays on Scripture language, points 
out three instances in which ytt^fMn is used in the sense of proper 
creation, viz. James, iii. 9. ; Hebrews^ xi. 3. ; iv. ^ ; and I have 
the authority of an Unitarian to say that the first and third appei^^ 
to be in pt^nt. See Monthly Repository for April. 

§ Newcome pwraphrases thus : The visible material world v^raSi 
created by him. *o K«5-^o? is more determinate than 0* Aiww?, &c. 
[The stress laid upon the term ytyopkon as not used in the sense of 
M^eadng ox mating in the sacred writings, n&turally fixes our attoa- 
tion on its use and ap^xlication by other writers. It is certsunly a 
remarkable circumstance that the very term lyir/lo was used by the 
Arian^s to express and assert the proper creation of the Logos. 
H» roTi oTt we ij» - - - -O^ y%m^tm »% «»-•-- <^ «x ^}trw EFENETO-^ 

fe was mad^QMtvi nothti^. See &atuU^*9 Vindicate, &c.] 

act 
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act of creation. We are not alarmed therefore at 
the omission of this little word, if we may but trust 
to the wisdom of our readers to discern, that if the 
Logos were a pre-exisent being, crapg tyiyiro must 
imply an extraordinary assumption of the human 
nature. To vindicate our own venerable translators, 
however, for the insertion of a word, which these 
very scrupulous contemporaries seem so alarmed at, 
I must declare that it seems to me, that it could 
not with any propriety have been omitted, by per- 
sons at all acquainted with the writings of the ancient 
Fathers of the Church; especially of those who 
lived so near the times of the apostles, as Ignatius, 
Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, and Tertullian, The first 
speaks of our Lord, as cv <ra,^y,i ytpofxtuo^ 0tof. Justin 
Martyr calls him the Son and Aofof, i; iAPXOnoiH0Eli 
AN0PXinoz TEroNEN. Irenaeus, Deus igiturHomo 
FACTUS est. And Tertullian, Christus vere Ho- 
minem indutus, Deus perseveravit. Christ putting 
on the manhood, remained God. Surely this is more 
conformable to the language of the Evangelist than 
the gloss of the Editors. Tertullian says, that 
though Christ put on the manhood, nevertheless 
he continued GOD. The Editors say, that though 
St. John assures us, that Christ (for the Logos they 
account a mere metonymical title) was in the be- 
ginning with God, and was a God, nevertheless he 
was mere man ; and the only thing we have to 
induce us to accede to their view of matters, is, 
that Dr. Priestley has pronounced all the passages 
referred to in the ancient Fathers to be corruptions 
of Christianity, derived from the schools of Plato. 
But our enquiries go further back. We wish to 
know whether they are corruptions of Judaism^ for 
up6n these points we consider Jtidaism and Chris^ 
tianity to be mutually illustrative of each other, and 

we 
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. we can easily separate what belongs purely to the 
school of Plato, from the doctruxes of the Syna- 
gogue and the Church, We go back far beyond 
the Logos of Plato, to the angel of GocTs presence 
in the Pentateuch, and we can do so in the company 
of one of those very Platonic fathers, who stancls 
so suspected, but who happens to describe matters 
exactly as we should collect them to be, from Scrip- 
turcy in its original purity, unmodemised by rational 
Hebreans and Grecians. Thus then Clemens Alex- 
andrinus expresses himself concerning the WORD 
OF GOD : « The WORD is the FACE of GOD, 
by whom he manifests himself, 'and makes himself 
known. The antients had the Old Testament, and 
the Law instructed them by fear, and the WORD 
was an ANGEL, Atroc AfyeXoc ^jv. But the new 
people hath received the New Testament, Ka* Aortc 
yfyfvtjrai, and the WORD is MADE or BEGOT- 
TEN ; and thp fear is turned into love, Kai juur»Jcof 
ncfivof AfyfXof TixTfTtti, "and that mystical angel is 
bom.*^ Paedag. Lib. i. cap. vii. 

Great objections are made to the use of the 
term Movoyevrj?, or rather to the English received 
translation pf it, which Mr. Lindsey pronounces to 
be most gross and impr6per^ We must say it 
seems tp us almost unavoidable if we would give a 
literal rendering of the Greeks which in a descrip- 
tive titl^ ought surely to be done : however, as the 
Editors seem not unwilling to allow that it is, 
jointly with the other expression m «? top x«Xvoy t» 
ir»l(oqj a token of such favour and such intimate 
" communion with the Father as has never been enjoyed 
by any of the sons ofmen^^* (which are the very wcft-ds 
, or thar own favourite referee, Mr. Cappe,) their ob-^ 
:jecti[o|is cannot affect the main question, yiz. What 
va8 die pr^dse nature of that singular and mo^t ej^^ 

I traprdixwry 
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traorcjinaiy cpniniunion, as to the existaice of which 
we all agree ? We say it consisted in being, ** one 
with the father^^ as our Saviour himself declares, so 
intimately and inseparably^ that, as he further explains 
it, the one cannot a^ without the other. "My 
"Father worketh hitherto, and I work; what things 
soever he doeth^ these doeth the Son like^piseJ^ Sonie 
Spcinians have ju4ged it to consist in bur Saviour's 
jh^ying beai actually taken u] ' ^^ aven before the 
commencement of his minisi rder to be per- 

sonally instructed by God tl •, in all thmgs 

appertaining thereto. The 1 of the present 

day, with the Editors of thij jd yersion, are 

certain that it merely consiste Saviour's going 

into retirement, to commune God ; " The 

^ord was with God,'* say t nplies no more 

than that Jesus withdrew from the world into the 
wilderness j:o commune with God, and be instructed 
and disciplined for his high office.** Thev should 
have added, as any other mere man or propaet might 
have done ; for there was no singularity in such com- 
munications. Many of the ancient prophets i 
their revelations in retirement ; Ezekiel on the B 
the Chebar, and Amos in the Wilderness of T 
paniel in the Lions Den, and Jonah in the o 
of Nineveh, Elijah by the Brook Cherith, j 
Baptist himself m the deserts of Judea. 

At the close of the notes on the first chapter 
of St. John we are ^voured with Mr. Lindsey*& 
Version. " In the beginning was wisdom, and wis- 
dom was with God, and God was wisdoni, &c.*** 

I have 

* Mr.Lindsey, it seems, would substitute WISDOM for 
the Logos. This emendation then ought to help us to the prop<T 
rendering and selise of '» apx*'» ^^^ ^ ^^ Book of ProverDs, yip 
happen to have an account of the eiermty of WISDOM, in tlie 
-ftnoWing WOVds. ' Kvpio^ j-^ar^i tn mm^oi StfuUtm fk§f EN AKXH, 
" -" ; : ir/t 
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I have V^ittred to Suggest ^ ^fferfent readings 
tomdy, *o subaitnte Ae Angtlus Redempior or 

Angid 

3WC frvireec Ta;y t;JbeIi;79 4Vpo Ttf •ft) llj^«0^9)va(» v^ }ii nvi)»f /3»wr ymix 'fif « 

We read nothing here of tHe beginning of the Gospel ministry. 
Let then the Logos stand for the WISBOM of God, what is 
gained i 'SOie question remains, had the Wisdom or Logos of 
God any dieJHCt personality? ["that the fThdomai God in the 
book of Proverbs is destribfed as a ferion can scai'cely be denied, 
the description being altogether as of a person operating ; seeing, 
calling, speaking, dwelling, discehiing, ruling, guiding, &c. &c. 
&c. 2dly, All the antient Fathers understood it as of a person, 
the Svk fff Gcid$ Justin Martyr ^ Athendksoras^ Theopbilns, Irenauif 
Clem* JlUxand^f Tdrtallian, Origeuy Metbodiue, Cyprian^ Lactan* 
ti^f &c. &c. Nay, even Arius acknowledged it ; weakly argu- 
ng from Otte passage m it, that the Son was no more than a Crea* 
ture, vid. ^phamum in Har.Arian. pp. 736, ^^%, Edit. Col. 1683.] 
And here it may be fit to notice one thing not yet observed upon, 
namely, tint ki the Syriac the term used for Logos is Feminine, 
and yet die proaoim connepted with it is Masculine : *' etsi enim> 
(tays dbe fe^ed Ludov. dePku,) |A^ apud Syros sit f<xm« 
kic tamea mascetlkii^ construitur, qwi pertonaHter accipitur ; nam 
tK)n dixit i^ato sed <xj\o Deque Zodi ouA*} sed jooi iA0ioi\»j sii$ 

et apud Arabem P'ertum XX&R, quod per se foemininum hie 
tamen construitur masculine.'* See much to the same purpose 
in Dr. Laurence's Sermon on the Logos of St. John, p. 67. — ^At 
the Editors conceive the term is only metonymicaUy applied to 
Christ, Dr. Laurence's note from Schr^eder will settle this point 
also. In Aikin's Annual Register, in the review of Mr. Jones's 
illustration " " ' r is blamed for saying, that 

the term L ; Septuagint as exaftly ex- 

pressinflT th it of God, or the Wisdom 

of God,] les, that ni3)3n> which is 

rendered 2 endered Aofo? j that of th4 

other II >n LXX, one only is also ren? 

dered Aoyo< ated by cro^t^, and once by 

hvyoq* Th which is at least Soo times 

tr^siated «, or any equivalent to \if 

That of tl iy translated My^f not one 

j^xcept tk( s ao^iOL or any equivalent 

used as thi \ does hot appear to be a 

pingkintfa , . is so used in tlxe New Te^- 

la tiunent> 
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Angel rf the Covenant for the Logos^ not as a ne- 
cessary matter, but as an illustration by synonimoua 
terms. The reader must judge from the substance 
of the foregoing remarks, which amendment would 
be most consistent with the sacred writings. I have 
a high respect for Mr. Lindsey's character and con- 
sistency, but I cannot bow down to him as a critic *. 

From what is intimated in the beginning of St« 
John's Gospel relative to the divinity and pre-existence 
of Christ, the Logos or Word of God, I shall pro* 
ceed to consider what is to be found to the same 

tament, certainly not in the writings of Si. John, though he has 
used it upwards of 60 /iW/.— [In some copies of the JLXXthe 
Logos is expressly stated to be *' the Fountiuti of Wisdom 5" see 
the various Readings in Bos*s LXX> Ecdus. i. and Banich ii. iz. 
Sec alfo \jOX^ Nottingham^ ^ Answer to Whiston.] The Reviewer 
in the Theological Repository before cited, says, '* he believes 
there is no 6cript^ral authority for supposing the Logos to mean 
the Wisdom of God, and is certain there is a cpreat deal against 
it." But whatever the Ao/o? stands for either m the LXX, or 
the New Testament, br elsewhere 5 the main question is, whether 
It is to be considered as indicative of an actual subsistence^ add 
real person | upon which see Laurence before cited. 

♦ [If the Logos imply only Wisdom, as Mr. L. pretends, what 
are we to think of ^i^^/om "coming to its own, and its own receiv- 
ing it not ?" What of John the Baptist not being that Attribute of 
6od? What of one Attribute, being the only-begotten or dearly* 
beloved, as the Editors would have it ? Can these passages be other- 
wise applied than to a person ? or what shall we say to Tertul- 
lian's expression in his treatise against Pr^?:v^^i/ ; where he speaks of 
God being " alone before all things ?** " Solus autemquianinil aliud 
extrinsecus prseter ilium, caeterum ne tunc quidem solus, habebat 
enim secum rationem, banc Graeci Aoyo* dicunt/* Is not a man alone 
with his own reason, as an Attribute ? besides, that in the begin' 
nmg of Christ's Ministry ^ the Wisdom of God should exist, seeips 
a strange pie6e of information to stand at the head of such a work 
as John's Gospel ; after all," if 0*05 nt ^o-yo? be, as Mr. Lindsey 
would have it, and ** God was Wisdom 5" God and Wisdom raUst 
be the same ; now in p. 14. Mr.Lindsey must have read, ** Wisdom 
was, (or *u>as made^ or became) flesh; Xoyoj^«p| c»y'f <)• f cQufe* 
ijuently God became flesh, and our point is carried.] 

purpose 
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pinrpose in the beginning of the ej^stle to the He- 
brews; for as this was certainly written by a Jew, 
and certainly addressed to Jews, we must reasonably 
expect to find in it some confirmation of the foregoing 
comments, if they be really consistent with die Jewish 
Scriptures, and Jewish opinions. The two first chap- 
ters will be sufiident for our purpose. There then, 
we are told, with a reference plainly to the records 
of the Old Testament, that God, who revealed him- 
self to the fathers in divers manners and at sun- 
dry times in or by the prophets, in the last days 
spake to the world in or by his Son, whom he con- 
stituted heir of all things, by whom also h€[ made 
the worlds ; who being the shining forth of his 
glory, and the express image of his person, and 
upholding all things by the word of ids power, 
when he had by himself purged our sins, sat down 
on the right hand of the Majesty on High ; being so 
much better than the angels, as he has by inheritance 
obtained a more excellait name than they, for unto 
which of the angels, said he at ^y time. Thou art 
my Son, this day have I begotten Thee, &c. 
" I shall not proceed further with the text at pre- 
sent, having in these few verses sufficient to show 
the connexion between the Two Testaments, die 
object of our preceding remarks ; that there is a 
reference to the Old Testament, is evident. It is 
shown that the same eternal God is the author 
and giver of all revelations, and that very particu- 
larly, the Jewish and Christian dispensations are but 
diflferent parts of one great scheme of human re- 
demption. Under the former, God spake to the 
fathers of the Hebrew nations, in or through the 
prophets ; imder the latter, in his .Son. It does not 
say that no communicatbitS took place immediately 
between God and man, but that God spake to the 

I 3 fathers 
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hsiiem, in general through the medinml oSi pro^ 
phets. To the jffophets God. spake himfielf *; in 
dr^tmSt in vision6» or in the refulgence of the She» 
chinah ; but imder the Christian dispeosation^ the 
ministry of inspired prophets was laid aside, and 
God spake to the world in his SON ; who bangy 
says the apostle> (and we must remeipber^ he. is ad« 
dressing Hebrews) the brightiiess of his glory, and the 
express image of his person, and upholding allthingsby 
the word of his power, when he had by himself purged 
our sine,, sat down on the right hand of the Ms^esty OQ^ 
High, being so much better than the angels, &c. 

It is surely not too much to say, that these terms re* 
gularly carry us back to the visible Jehovah of the Old 
Testament. From our Sayipur's own referaice to th© 
GXth Psalm, we know that He for whom it was reserved 
to sit down on the right hand of the Majesty on Higly 
vm the ADON, or ADONAI, JEHOVAH, the^ 
Shechinah, io^ot. ©i»^ the angel of the covenant, or^ 
of the presence of God ; for all these titles are easily^ 
shctwn to belong to .the same person, and He the pro- 
mised Messiah of the Jews. The passage abeady^ 
dtfi^ from Malachi is much to the purpose, as evi-^ 
d^Uly and expressly attributing to the Christ, three of ^ 
these Wgh distinctions^JEHOVAH, ADONAI, andi 
IVlin ^6ff?D e ACy«Xpf rue Aiafluxt)^, or the angel of- 
the covenant 5 being so much better than the aagelsj 
the apostle continues, as he hath by inheritance 
obtaim^ a more excellent name than they. 

It is surely jremarkable, and it is certainly true, that 
the angel or God's presence far surpassed all other 
angelic appearances; in Him alone did God put' 
hmmm,y He alone was called JEHOVAH, He alone 

• Tke expr«gri9n,genfgrdl]r ii, ** tht WiOBJ) of the LOAD ^ 
cam^ tq.iu^iuui iiu^ a prpp|iett" 
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«p^e a$ JEHOVAH, He alone was worshipped as 
JEHOVAH. Well therefore may the s^ostle proceed 
to appropriate to Him those passage$ which follow, 
and which so remarkably establish his Divinity j such as, 
** tby throne^ OGod, is for e^er and ^ver^ a sceptre cf righ" 
ieomness is the sceptre of thy kingdon^ ;" " thou^ Lordj in 
the beginning hast laid the foundatiom of the earthy 
and the heavens are the works of thy hands. ^* A pas- 
sage peculiarly necessary to evince, his superiority 
to angels, because at that time there were divers 
heredqs who ascribed the creation of this visible 
world to angels and not to Christ. Most of the^^ 
passages were held by the ancient Jews arid by the 
Chaldee interpreters, to relate to the Messiah j but. 
since our present expositors think otherwise, and 
that the last passage iA particular was spoken of 
Cod alone, I shdl cite the words of Grotius to 
^how how Httle this would alter the case. Speak- 
ing of qne of the citations from the Psalms, he says, 
" at Hi de Deo agitur, hie de Messia. Verum hoc, 
sed (quia pridem receptum erat apud Hebraeos, Deum 
smgulari modo in Messia habitatum, et fore, (ut 
Thalmudid loquuntur) digito monstrabilem, ideo 
qusecunque de honore Dei dicebantur, eadem appli-' 
cari solebant ad Messiam.*' A strange thing for 
Jews to do, if not prepared to acknowledge ms full 
divinity. 

That Christ had obtained by inheritance a more 
excellent name than the arigels, is a plain proof of 
his peculiar sonship. And though men should differ 
for ever as to the nature of this connexion, which 
it has not pleased God to reveal in all its circum- 
stanceis, yet if it appear to be a fact positively re- 
vealed, we may be sure the consent of human phi- 
losophers is not necessary to render it credible ; upon 
this relation to the Father depend all those glorious 

1 4 ' titles 
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titles an4 distinctions, upon which we have offered 
our remarks. The Unitarians apprehend they belong 
solely to the man Jesus, in consequence of his mi- 
nistry, and sufferings in testimony of the truth. But 
Trinitarians , apprehend they belong exclusively to 
that pre-existent Being, who for our sakes in the last 
days became man, entered into a close union with 
our nature, for the express purpose, as the Apostle 
says, of cleansing us from our sins J/ £fl^uT8, by himself, 
(which, as Grotius says, valde significanter dicitur, 
and his explanation is most observable, ** non alia^ 
Victimasobtulit ut Levitici Sacerdotes sed SEMETIP- 
SUM *,'*) and of rendering us capable of receiving 
" the Spirit of Adoption t, that if we suffer with 
him, we may be glorified together/* 

If now there should be any chance of prejudice 
inclining men to adopt such doctrines as matter of 
• fact, it must be strange that so great an error can- 
not effectually be set aside by an appeal to Scrip- 
ture. It must be a prejudice of the most inveterate 
and infatuated nature that can confound men's un- 
derstanding so much, as to make them fancy they 

* Those who turn to Grbtius for this refcreiice ^ill find that 
he says, "abest tamen hoc ^t,* tacttn a Manuscripto.'' The Editors^ 
however, admit it in their Version, Griesbach in his text, and 
with the greatest reason, it being acknowledged as Whitby has 
shown against Mill, by all the Greek fcholiasts, Theodoret ex- 
cepted, who however substitutes avrt with an aspirate which comes 
to the same thing ; the comment of Grotius is of the more im- 
portance because the Editors particularly notice the Primate's 
renderbg, ** when he had made a cleansing of our sins by the 
sacrifice ©/"Himself,** and they observe that the words hv the 
sacrifice vf are not in the original ; this is true, and yet I think the 
Primate right, at least justifiable : for Whitby nas excellently 
shown, that the term ««6*f ^sa must have implied a sacrificial atone- 
ment, and Grotius*8 comment serves to convince ui that ^»' mCIh 
would convey the same meaning^ 

f Romans, viii. 

find 
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fcid in Scripture, what Scripture does expressly con- 
tradict: for it is assumed by the Unitarians, that 
Scripture plainly speaks of our Lord as mere man, 
the oflFspring of Joseph and Mary, of one nature 
only, as being no actual sacrifice for sins, and as a 
Son only by appointment and adoption, like those 
he came to save. Of two opinions so diametrically 
opposite, it seems fair to, conclude, that one must 
indeed be the eflfeft of prejudice, and this is a 
question which biblical Criticism seems as capajble of 
resolving as any thing ; for all must depend on the 
original terms of Scripture, and the probable senti-^ 
ments of those who penned the sacred records. Inter- 
preters and translators may bewilder matters greatly ;. 
the force of an original term may be greatly weak- 
ened by an inadequate rendering, greatly misrepre- 
sented by an ill-adapted substitute, or wholly lost 
by an artful evasion. We have undoubtedly great 
complaints of this nature to make against the pre- 
sent Editors, for their mode of rendering this parti- 
cular part of the New Testament ; they have not by 
any means beai able totally to obscure the doctrines 
we espouse, but many suspicious circumstances be- 
tray their endeavours to do so ; I will do all in 
my power to represent matters with fairness and 
equity. 

' The first passage in which they deviate from 
the received text is in verse 2. " By whom also he 
made the worlds :** iC a nen r^g A*«vac uran/iCiv. This, 
we are told should be, " for whom also he constituted 
the ages ;** viz, the Antediluvian, Patriarchal, and 
Mosaic ages or dispensations. I shall not contend 
with them much about this variation. I firmly be- 
lieve, the Antediluvian, Patriarchal, and Mosaic dis- 
pensations had all a reference to Christ. Aim is a 
very questionable word, and though I think it capable 
of proof, that as well as its correspondent Hebrew 
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term CdVIV Holam, it may reasonably be held to 
rtfer to the visible world or worlds, yet I shall give- 
it up for the present as a matter of indifference. The 
riendering of the Editors, Doddpridge incorporates 
with his own' paraphrase ; and we are told that Gro- 
tius, Schleusner, and Mr. Lindsey, vindicate the ren- 
dering of iio, with a genitive in the way proposed *. 
But should this be ever so jusifiable, in the very' 
liext chapter it happens to be used both with ^ genitive 
and an accusative ; and the Editors themselves render* 
it both ways, " For it became him FOR whom, and 
BY whom are all things ;*' which being clearly predi- 
cated of Christ t, brings us back to the old question 
concemkig the t« iroLvta ; and the grammatical con- 
struction of the passage is at the utmost neutral-^ 
rather indeed we may assert, that while it cannot be de- 
cisively turned against those who attribute the visible 
creation to the Logos or Christ, it may undoubtedly 
be turned with great effect against such as contend that 
Hotbing was really made by him, but only for him, 
alid on his account ; — the case of the Unitarians. 

Let us, however, at present return to Atwi/, and let' 
His grant, that iC a xai rac Aimx^ iwQintnv truly signi- 
fies t. For, or on account of ^^diom, the several' 
a^ or dispensations were constituted: this settles 

♦ ^It fthbuld however be noted, that Dr. Whitby has shown 
agtlnst GrottM, that this is contrary to the rule of aU mmmari-^ • 
ans ^ contrary to the Exposition of all the Greek Fathers ; and 
without example in the iSevr Testament. See also Magee on 
Atonement, p. 77. 

f See also Coloss.i. 15, 16. i Cor. viii. 6. 2 Pet. iii, 5. 

t Should I for argument sake grant this, yet I could not agree 
to their rendering and interpretation of Ch. xi. 3. ; a text 3iat 
might reasonably be expected to puzzle them, and so indeed it 
seems to have done. Their rendering is, ** By faith we under- 
stiind that the ages were so qrdeited {za^n^ia^m) by the Word of 
Gpd that the present stirte of thhi^»(T» 0Anro/M»A) aroee not from 
what did then appear^ which is surely embarrassed enough, and ab- 
iurdenough in pointof meanliig^lSeeltiore upon this passage below. 

nothing y 
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nodiing; I still contend that Christ existed befbrar 
tbo6e aseS' or dispensations, and I am inclined ta 
cite a witness who ought to be unexcqitionable, even' 
Arits himself who chd not struple to write, thzttbi^ 
Sbm existed not only jinte Secula^ but Ante Temporal ;' 
-that he had a being not cmly before those ages, which' 
may possU^iy be alluded to in the term Aiwy^^ but* 
before all time^ that he was indeed sine tempore^ et 
ante omnia gemtusj begotten or produced, ere time was^ 
known, and Ikerally before all things. After Arhi^ 
it:^U surely be allowed me to dte an Apostolic Fa* 
tber of the Church, whose expressicms are too strong-* 
to be evaded : in hds Epistle to the Magnesians, Igmu 
tms describes Christ, as irf9 wailidp (Aip AIANAN> 

Tiw x«fl#»8 tt^u mc ifAiXiflftf ctpifof J a testimony which^ 
may well leave us indtfferait as to the exact Tendering^ 
ofAMMWf as far as if regards our Saviour's pre-exist** 
ence. 

As to his creation <^ the visible worlds, which thei 
received teict plainly expresses, I apprehend thait 
shoulcl the (original have been otharwise intended, ^ 
(which I cannot actually grant,) yet, the doctrine 
wottkl remam as strongly asserted in various other* 
p»ts c^ Scripture. Nor shall I ever be brought to- 
think, that less than this can be intaoided, by the re- 
ference to, and citation from the di^ Fsalm, in this very 
Chapter, ver. 10. And, " thou Lord, in Aebegfaming. 
hast laid the foundations of the Earth, and the iieav^is * 
are the woric of thy hands/' Otte would think it' 
impossible for any person capable of examining ther' 
original, to deny that the Apostle meant to re- 

* 'AfWs idea oerlsnly wti, thstiie wtt trtafeJ,* mti he etea ) 
niM th^termcreature I but it bur bees hiU^ that aoMrding to>t 
the)>kiloMplif of th<»ie days, h6 ao^htbeelerad thosgk cmitc^' ' 
•ad ^m4MU pMMfe^eidy tmnii^Hif tatfHyasktmo^ 

9 presm 
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present tliis as spoken by JEHOVAH, of or to the 
Son. The connective particle xai, as Whitby ad- 
mirably observes, must carry us back to ver. 8, its 
import and design being to knit together those two 
citations in proof of the Son's divinity. ' A case sp 
strong need to be provided against, ^d therefore in 
the notes, we are told, that it is a mere reference in 
proof of the immutability of God, " to show (says 
Mr.Emlyn, cited by Mr. Lindsey) how able hfe 
God, who had anointed him, was to make good and 
maintain what he had granted him, a durable king- 
dom for ever and ever.'* Surely neither Mr. Emiyn 
nor Mr. Lindsey could ever have noticed verses 7 
and 8, where the discourse evidently turns upon 
what God said of his Angels, and what, in contra- 
distinctioHj he eaid of the Son, ^r^^c it tov moy^ but 
to the Sony God saith ; and then follow the . three 
citations, not to prove any such matter at all, as 
Mr. Emlyn and Mr. lindsey would have us . be- 
lieve, but expressly to show the super-eminence of 
the Son of God. The xa* plainly appropriates the 
latter citation to Christ; and indeed why not? for 
*^ it appears from Moses,'* to cite the words of a 
very ingenious writer, " that God (Elohim) cre- 
ated the Hejivens and the Earth * ; it was God 

that 

* Weshallbe reminded, I am aware, thsXjyr.Geddes hz& de- 
cided that Elohim implies no plurality of persons. Let us consider 
then that Mofes in Gen. i. i. might have used the singular, at 
he does Deut. xxxii. 15, i4. and as his object was to resist poly- 
theism^ it is surely strange that on the contrary he should seUa 
(even ) an ambiguous term ; for how strongly is it applied to the false 
Gods of the Heathens by the prophet Jeremiah, x. n. '* The 
Gods that have not made the Heavetu and the Earthy THEY 
stiall perish, (plural) &c :''— ha:« the term is JSA^iUm, (allo^ng 
for the Cbaldee termination, the verse being in that dialect^) and the • 
vc^rbs and pronouns plural, while he must have intended a reference 
to the Eloblm of Moses that did make the Heayens and Earth ; 
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that commanded, and tbey were created ; by the 
WORD of JEHOVAH were the Heavens made f 
and nobody can doubt, that the Apostles of Christ 
believed this \ and yet St. John tells us, and his 
words are very remarkable, " In the beginning 
was the WORD, and the WORD was with GOD, 
and the WORD was God ; all things were made 
by him, and without him was not any thing made 
that was made:" and by the WORD he means 
JESUS CHRIST. But how could these things be 
consistent ; unless the Evangelist believed that Jesiu 
Christ was the Elohirn^ who appeared all along in the 
Old Testament under the title of GOD ; [Zech. xii. 8. 
Acts. viL 30, 32.3 or the ANGEL of the LORD ; 
by whom God at first created all things ; that is, the 
visibly JEHOVAH or WORD of GOD, as he is 
called by Fhilo and the Jews of that age * ?" 

The next thing I have to notice is the rendering 
oi verses 4, 5 1. I must confess I should have sup- 



nay, in the very verse preceding hecallg the true God, JEHQVAH 
ELOHIM. — [In Deut. viii. 19. the word Elohim is applied both 
to the true God and the false Gods ; in the first instance joined 
with the singular Jeho^oahf in the latter with- a plural adjective 
C3^"^ntt 9 ^^ object in both places being evidently to enforce 
thejirsf commandment, which makes it the more remarkable that 
the term Elohim should be at all applied to the true God (JEHO- 
VAH), as it undoubtedly is. 

* Ben Mordecai's Letters, ii. p. 30. 

-V At the end of his notes on ver. 3. the Primate adds, *< What 
is asserted of the Son thus far in the verse before us^ is tfue of him 
both when he appeared as the Jehovah' Angei 2axd whoi he at- 
•Ulped the character of the Messiah :*' and on Heb. iii. 3. he ob* 
si^rvea^ ** Christ conducted the Mosaic dispensation as the visible 
representative of God, John, i. 18. See also the Postscript to 
Ben ^ordecai's ii^* Letter, and to show how much this appears 
to be the opinion of all denominations of believers, as 1 have not 
cited their testimony before to the fact, I add, from Cahin on 
Zech, ii. 10. '' Nine constat, (that is) because this Jehovah vras 
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posed 410 ^diodi-boj capable of leadii^ the fir* 
Cb^qoter of this Jlpstle in Greek could have doubted 
jibout the purport of it, but must have been certain 
Aat it was the 4esi^ of ihe Apo^e to show the 
$uperionty of the Son of God, not only above th^ 
Brophets of die Old Testament, but above the Aiw 
gels of fieav^: 2sA indeed I am convinced that 
nothing less than a moet j^'ejudiced determinatiioii 
against the belief of Angek, could have ted td 4 
diffiM^ent interpretation of the words of the Aposde. 

After describing the Son, as the brightness of 
God's glory, and the express image of his person, 
and as atting on the right hand of the Majesty on 
lligh, what could possibly connect more natuiatty 
vmi diis description than that he ^ould be shown to 
be, on tfiis very account, greater than the Aneels : and 
therefore the Apostle introduces it as an inference or 
f^lanation of matters, '^ bang so much better than 
the Angels, as he hath by inheritance obtained a mor^ 
excellent name than they :" but though it might be 
proved to demonstration, that the Author of this 
Epistle must have believed in the existence of Angek^ 
and in the ministry of Angels ; yet I am not allowed 
by the Editors of the present Version to suppose^ 
rfiat in the 4th or ^th verse he speaks of Angels at 
all } AfyAof being as well Gre^ for a Messenger 
as for an Angel, and Prophets being Messengers, 
advantage is taken of this circumstance, to suppress 
file very name of Angels, and the rwr «^fX«» of 

tg» anpear cwM$vii ct corfordber \) Sermoncm hune non poue form 
^fm ad Propaetam ; nee poue Dea Patri competere. Christus 
^rgo. bi^ Iq^tkur non ut Hpmp vel^njelusf seJut JehoTah i quo nomine 
i^c £9^9 voeatur: et ta Deut Reoemptor/' — And 'Dr^Syiet 00 
.}ieb« U. a. aays, ^* It seems to be as universally received an opi« 
^uyn^ at any among the Cbri^um writers ; that the Son of God was 
^ .4Qg«/of iht Soveaan$ v was the jttigd thzt aj^peared toMr^^m 
4|fli, and to ilf(7/^, and to others.*' ^ . 

verse 
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.verse ,4, as well as verse 5, is rendered those Mtes^ 
sengers, with a referaice to the Prophets mentiQiied 
ver. I. In every other part of the Chapter alsc^ 
wherever the term ^tyiXog occurs, it is rendered 
Messenger ; I was in hope that I should have bee^i 
permitted to dte against them the last verae^ where 
they are spoken or as Xum^yiKa ^fu/iA«Ia, minister'* 
ing Spirits^ but not so ; in vain do I ^peal to 
eiSier their model Archbishop Newcome, or the 
original Greek ; TrviVfAOiTccf it seems, is a mere exple^ 
tive, and therdbre, as particularly objectionable to 
the Priestleyan school, must be rejected *: AfyiXnf 
then is a Messenger, that is a Prophet, and Xnryf yijco» 
wpevfAAj a Servant, that is a Prophet also ; for so it 
IS rendered and explained, ver» 14, still with a rrfe^* 
^ce to the to»c •crpo^nTosK of verse i. 

Should this be thought an ingenious correc* 
tion by Unitarians, yet it tends to settle nothing* 
To unsettle things it certainly tends, inasmuch a$ 
it is a bold attempt, totally to get rid of some 
of the most established doctrines of Christianity i 
but as long as the original is at all accessible^ 
A!^y£Xog may still pass for an Angsl, and Xfiriifiyix« 
TsryiviAxrec for ministering Spirits ; if the received text 
gives offence to those who are now dispoeed to 
reject these doctrines, I may confidently affirm 
it would have given content to the Author gjt 
the Epistle, who, being a Jew, must have believed i» 
Angekf must have regarded th^n as mimstering 
^irits^ and must have considered them 9s cpncen^ 

* [In justice, howev^^ to Dr. Priestley, I must observe j^eitu 
tliat he appears, before he died, to have been a firm beUever, l^^itk 
tp the existence and ministration of superior beings and of divine 
epm9iu4C8(tions in th^ early ages of t|ie vor)d. Hii 9filf <m 
J(f umb^^ xxii. 8» 9. may be coflqjp^f^ vpt^i Pft^ V^oA^ Vk 
the same place J 

■ ^ ^ ia 
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in the promulgation of the Law^ and therefore must 
have felt it highly necessary and. peculiarly proper, as 
Doddridge observes, to labour and press th^ af gu* 
ment he is here upon^ namely the superiority of our 
Blessed Lord to all the angelic orders. 

If apy are still inclined to think the opinions of Mr*, 
lindsey, Mr. Wakefield, Dr. Priestley, &c. are of more 
weight than the opinions of the Apostle himself they 
must continue to read it Messengers and Servants ;^ 
but as long as we have the original by us, I shall 
taever be persuaded that the received text requires 
correction. The Angels of God, though Angels, 
may, I grant, be Messengers also; and the minis- 
tering Spirits^ who stand before the throne of God 
in Heaven, are undoubtedly his Servants and Vas- 
sals; but this is not the point in question. The 
only question is, — ^Does the Apostle mean to speak 
merely of the prophets in the flesh, from the ist 
verse to the 14th of the first Chapter? If he 
does, he uses three terms for the same thing, nfo-- 
f DTai, Afyf Aoi, and A£*T»/)y»xa- UpiVfMottotf which literally 
rendered, are ProphefSy Angels^ and Ministering 
Spirits. But if spoken of one and the same order, 
they must, no longer be rendered literally, but as 
the present Editors propose. Prophets^ Messengers^ 
and Servants. " We must norwonder,** (they tell us 
m a subsequent note on Ch. ii. 5.) " that the 
Apostle uses the word Angel in different senses 
without ^ving notice of the change. This incor-^ 
rectness of style is not uncommon in the sacred 
writers. This Author had before availed. hUnself of 
the ambiguity of the word Angel, Ch. i. ver. 7. 

This is an extraordinary mode of reconciling 
matters: for it is not the Apostle^ but the Editors 
themselves who give these' different senses to the 
term Angela and then censure the sacred writer^ gene- 
rally 
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«dl3r, dfor 201 tiicorrectness of style f I am confident tbe 
Apostle uses the term in one and the same sens^ 
evto in the 7th verse of Chj^). i. to which they re* 
fer, but in the rendering (k 'which they aftually 
tran^x>6e the words both of the Apostle and the 
iioly Psalmist. There is no incorrectness of style 
discoverable in the language of the Apostle, m the 
Chapters uilder consideration, if die term Angel 
may but pass for Angel, Prophet for Prophet, and 
ininistering Spirits for ministering Spirits. But there 
is great incorrectness of style, and a most faulty ob- 
scurity in the 'language, if, as these Editors would 
have us believe, Angel stands for Messengety and 
ministering Spirits for Servants, and both Messengers 
and Servants for Prophets, who were mentioned by 
their right title at the beginning of the Chapter. 
i may venture to assert, that not all the present 
■expositors put together, had they lived in those 
days, would have been able p convince one of the 
Hebrew converts to whom the Epistle was addressed, 
that such was the intention of the sacred writer. 
They would have persisted in understanding Angels 
to be meant by each of the terms AyttXoi and 
MitHpyiycM irpfu/*aT« and Prophets only by the term 
^"arpoipfiTcci. The whole' argument of the Chapter 
being to this effect, that the Son was greater thaij 
.^ther the Prophets of old, or the Angels of Heaven ; 
•even as to hiis own office and ministration, greater 
as the Messiah, than as the Angel oi the Jewish 
Coyaiant * ; and if we are to suppose that St. Paul 

Wi^ 

* Aretbishop Tenison says, God formtrfy spake by hit Son, 
as the Logos or Minister j and in the latter times by fiim as his 
SON incartiate, begotten by- the Holy Ghost, of the«ubstancc 
pfthe Virgin Mary. The WORD was God's minister before 
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was the Author of this Epistle, what could be more 
neces$ary than that he should dwell much on the dis- 
tinction between our Lord Jesus Christ, and the An- 
gelic Host, in order to take men oflF from the wor^p 
.of Angels, to which both Jews and Gentiles were in- 
clined, and which St. Paul expressly alluded to in hi« 
second Chapter to the Colossians. 

Had indeed the present expositors lived in those 
days, perhaps they would have had to contend with 
one whose authority upon another occasion they 
think great enough to out-weigh the evidence and 
testimony of all existing Manuscripts and Versions of 
the Scripture. We mean Cerinthus, So far from 
confounding Angels and Prophets, as these translators 
do, he held, (as Epiphanius their own referee assures 
us,) that both " the Law and the Prophets came 
from the Angels, and that He who gave die Law was 
one of the Angels that made the world." Epipha^ 
nius's words are, <^t(rxfi it ulog rov voiJt,ov xm nPO^HTA2 
iisro AFFEAfiN hiotrixi^ xa* t«v idtaxola. vofAOP tva uvm 
rtay AfyfXcof ^oy xoo'/xov 'CFnffoinxonavy Her. 28% § I* 
And in this particular, Cerinthus was not indeed so 

and under the Law ; but not in the same quaRty as under 
the Gospel, And he considers it as proper to distinguish betweeif 
Christ, as God's Word and Schechinah under Xht former Cove- 
nants, and as Mediator and God's Son under the Gospel, And 
for the same opinion he quotes Le Blanc's Theological Thesis ; 
who owneth Christ as the Minister of God of old, but not as 
Mediator ; -he was then the Angel of the Covenant ; but when he 
came into the world in the character of the Son of Man, he was 
made both the Lord and Christy Acts, ii. 36. As the Angel of the 
Jewish Covenant he administered things through Moses^ see 
Gal. iii. 19. who thereby became the Mediator of that Covenant; 
but of the Christian Covenant, Christ himself was personally the 
Mediator, (Meatrr^O as the Apostle calls him. Chap, viii. $. 
ufuilQvoi Ai«di}x«( MicTiTisc* See Chap. ix. 15. xii« 24. 

wide 
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-Xwde from the truth, as far as relates to the prevail- 
ing opinions of the Jews, for the Law was given by 
the Angel of God's Presence, and the world was 
,made by the WORD of God, who was the Angel of 
^the Covenant, and who appeared tv ij^a Gfjf to the 
Prophets of old. Had he gone but a step farther, he 
might have been in agreement with St. John would 
he but have acknowledged, that is, that Aofog cap^ 
iytyzloy " the Word was made Flesh," which incon-' 
sistently he denied. 

And here I have ventured again to render gysvijo 
was madej though the present translators assure 
their readers, that ynofxoci n^rer bears this sense, 
and that it is wrongly inserted in many passages of 
the received text ; I am inclined to think it really 
is so in one passage, and that the very one upon 
which I have been dwelling so long, viz. Heb. i. 
4, which in, the received text is rendered, " being 
made so much better than the Angels, as he hath 
by inheritance, &c.** upon which tie learned Wells 
has the following sensible note, yivoiAoa denotes 
simply to BE as well as to BE MADE, and in the 
former as well as latter sense it occurs in *the New 
Testament. Now it being evident from the passages 
of Scripture cited by the Apo$tle in the remaining 
part of this Chapter, that the name which Christ is 
said, ver. 4, to have obtained by inheritance^ does refer 
to his divine as well as to his human nature ; hence 
yzvoi^iVQq must be rendered Being, that being ap- 
plicable to Christ's divinity as well as humanity, and 
not being made, in which sense it is applicable to 
Christ only in respect of his humanity. Now 
whether this remark of the learned Commentator 
be just or not, (1 think his reference to the fol- 
lowing citations supports him in it,) we might 

K 2 . have 
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have expected at least to find it countenanced by 
the present translators who have so , repeatedly- 
objected to the received Version of tymro ; but 
for this correction and improvement, I unfortimately 
looked in vain; for alas! they adopt the re- 
ceived reading in this particular passage, and 
ff vojutsvo?, it seems signifies no less than, « having 
been made.'* 

I have already noticed the omisaon of which the 
Editors have been guilty in not rightly rendering the 
term xsuXrip^vofAmiv in this verse. They have indeed 
wholly passed it over. Socuiians would have taught 
them better. Crellius makes much of the heirship 
of Christ in the following words, and had he but put 
a Patre instead of a Deo, it would have been ^an ex- 
cellent account of matters. " Christus solus Om- 
nium plane rerum haereditate gaudet, et summo in 
omnes, tam an^losj quam homines , imperio ac domi- 
iiatu poUet. — ^Licet autem istis verbis significata at 
isumma Christi praestantia, ac Divinitas, ac veluti 
cum Deo unitas, tamen simul significata etiam Christi 
% Deo diversitas/* Now this qualification of inheri- 
tance should not have been dropt, because we see it 
is in the opinion even of Socinians one of the main 
evidences of Christ's Divinity. But if it does not 
appear in this improved Version, it luckily remains 
in the plainest characters in the Greek original. 
Grotius would even help us to an improvement of 
Crellius and the Editors too. " Scandit Oratio," 
says he, " Praetulit Christum Patribus, Mosi, Pro- 
pbetis. Jam et Angelis eum praeferre volens, per quos 
Deus Patres, Mosem et Irophetas fuit aJlocutus,, 
ostendit ilium Solo Deo Patre minorem." Hiis is a 
testimony also of no mean authority with the Editors 
and with Socinians on all points on which they happen 

8 tQ 
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to agree ; he dwells on the term HXtif^vofxuif as of par- 
ticular im^rtance. 

There is a passage in the 3d verse of the first 
Chap, to the Hebre^jJTs, which I have already alluded 
to in my notes, and which the Editors interpret very 
diflferendy from other commentators. It relates to 
the Atonement and not to the Divinity or pre-existence 
of Christ, the chief -subject of my present discussion. 
The expression ii* tccvTn xaOa^iO'ju^p wonfio-otfAivog rZ^ 
afAot^TMv ^[aZp. ** When he had by himself made ^ 
cleansing of our sins.*' This is the rendering of the 
Editors, and I have nothing to object to it, except 
that they pcplain it thus : " that cleansing of sin i$ 
bringing us out of an unholy into a holy state ;" b^ 
it so, yet the question remains, how was this done ? 
we say by the precious Cross, and passion of th^ 
Lamb slain from the foundations of the world ; an()[ 
that this is intimated both by the terms cTi' tavru an4 
xokicifio-fAOp TreintrafAei/og ; which to Jewish ears, if we may 
trust to the Septuagin^ must have conveyed the ide^ 
of a sacrificial atonement for sin *. It seems then, 
that in the compass of only four verses, there is ^ 
manifest attempt made, to get rid of the following 
important doctrines, which the received text is sup- 
posed to countenance. First, that Christ, as th^ 
Logos of God, made the visible worlds. Secondly, 
that He existed before his birth of Mary, as th^ 
Son of the Father in glory and power. Thirdly, 
that there are any spiritual existences above us, 
denominated Angels : and fourthly, that Christ was 
any sacrifice for sins. Here are certainly four very 
important doctrines brought into a small compass, 

* See Whlthyhdox^ cited, and Scott^s Christian Life. Part II. 
^. 7- P- 383- 

K 3 and 
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and it must be hard if there arfe no means left us 
o^ ascertaining the truth. The Editors of this New 
Version would have us believe that there is no fouq- 
dation at all for the opinions that have for a long 
time been current in the world ; opinions espoused, 
maintained, and propagated by some of the earliest; 
most celebrated, and most learned Fathers of the 
Church ; approved by a long succession of Conunenr 
tators, and Critics, and recdived as undoubted truths, 
by numerous sects and denominations of Christians, 
who differing upon other points, vet agree in dcr 
ducing these doctrines from the very words of 
Scripture. Since the Editors, in their few short 
notes, have peremptorily decided against these an4 
other important doctrines, often asserting that those 
passages which have been supposed to i|iculcat§ 
them have hitherto been grossly mistaken, and as 
grossly misrepresented, I have trough a zeal for 
the truth, I hope as impartial and as pure as their 
own, endeavoured to bring back to the notice of 
all parties some very important facts indelibly Re- 
corded in the history of the World, and to re- 
establish that indissoluble connection between the 
Old and New Testaments, which I am grieved to 
say this Improved version seems particularly calcu- 
lated, if not expressly intended, to weaken and 
dasiroy : my subsequent remaifks wil) be pf ? more 
df teched nature* 
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THE professed design of the Improved Version, 
as stated in the introduction, is to rescue the public 
from the " technical phraseology of a systematic 
theology • :" this gives a strange air to many of 
the notes : the general mode of instruction is in 
the way of affirmation. Pains are generally taken 
to tell the ignorant what things are ; as for mstance 
what a ransom is, what a sacrifice^ what a propitU 
atiorii what a sin-qfferingi ice. But the style of these 
Editors is totally different. All their efforts are 
directed to the discovery and relation of what 
things are noti a ransom is not a ransom, or a sacrifice 
a sacrifice ; sins are not sins, nor bearing of sins bear-' 
ing of sins ; intercession is not intercession, nor pro- 
pitiation propitiation. This is puzzling enough to be 
sure, but I suppose not beyond the capacity of these 
improvers. ISF they understand themselves, their ca- 
pacity must indeed be great, for their system appears 
to me, I must freely confess, so opposite to the real 

* It is curious to see how they act with regard to technical 
phraseology ; their object is, as they profess, to relieve the public 
firom the evils of it, and yet there is nothing they more boldly 
adopt, to prove their own system. Thus in tne Apostolic writ- 
ings, 5i«, Sinners, Devils, Angels, Redemption, and numberless 
other terms, are not to be understood as at all expressing what is 
now understood by those words, but merely according to the 
^ technical phraseology " of Jirwj and Gnostics, The real secret 
however is, that they would have us believe that the technical 
phraseology of Jews and Gentiles was quite as faulty as that of 
the particular system they wish to set aside, and that the sacred 
writers only used it in accommodation, that is, not in reality be- 
Keving a word of either, and yet leaving the wt)rld to find this 
out as they could, for they certainly apply the terms with as httle 
reserve, as though they intended in the strongest manner to fix 
and confirm their ideas. 

K 4 Iangua^« 
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language of Scripture, as to be wholly irreconcile- 
able to it; but, from a work of Mr. Belsham's> 
published since the first edition of. these rOTVM'ks, 
zfid often noticed in the present impresaon, I find it 
laid down as an established Unitarian canoji of cri* 
ticisto, that, " Impartial and sincere inquirers after 
truth, must be particularly upon their guard against 
what is called the natural signification of words.** 
This canon may account, perhaps, for the perversity 
of their apprehension of things, however inconsistent 
with their dread of technical phraseologies j let ub see 
how they manage. 

" A ransom," we are told, (on Matth. xx. 28.) 
** agnifies the price paid for the liberty of a slave j 
and figuratively, any means of deliverance from 
bondage ; so God is said to have redeemed or 
ransomed the Israelites out of the House of Bondage 
from the hand of Pharaoh, not by paying a price for 
them, but by the splendid and awful miracles which 
he wrought for. their deliverance ; in like manner, the 
manyy that is all mankind, being in bondage to the 
Mosaic ritual, or to heathen superstition, are ran- 
somed by the death of Christ, whiqh is the means 
of their deliverance, not as the suffering of a sub* 
stitute, but aa the seal and ratification or a new and 
better covenant." I have put the note here before 
the text *, that I may have the pleasure of surprise 
ing th^ reader the more when I produce it. The 
plain object of this note is undoubtedjy to show that 

♦ Archbishop Newcome, on the text, is amon^ the reference!. 
The Archbishop has no note upon it, nor a word m explanation of 
the term ransom, either here or Mark, x. 45. On i Cor, vii. 33, 
** Ye have been bought with a price ;" he observes, it is addressed 
to those who were purchased to God ^d to Christ, by the PRICE 
irf Christ's blood, 
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whatever the scxipture tells us of a random paid &f 
9ur r^emption^ m) such tbmg really ha{^>ened ; ouif 
Saviour paid no prke for us, else undoubtedly diere 
would have, been a ransom in the strict definition of 
the, word. His death indeed was a means of deliver* 
ance, a seal and a ratification of a covenant, but tui 
ramom^ except figuratively^ and that not according 
to the common course of things, but as &r as a 
$eal may resemble a price paid, and the fulfilmi^t 
of an agreement, liberty given to a slave. Who 
would think, after all this, that in the Scripture 
there is not a word of a seal, or a covenant, or a 
figurative ransom, but a direct literal price psdd.for 
the ransom of xertain, perscms ; — " as the Son of 
man came— 4:0 give his Life a Ransom for many!* 

Now according to thdr own definition of a ransonv 
how can this be taken figuratively ? It is iised fig«h 
ratively only where no^ price is paid, but here is a 
price paid and given for the deliverance of many* 
so that if we may expound things negatively as well 
as they^ we should say this is not to be imderstood 
figuratively, it is not ta be understood as a deliver^ 
fiuce without a specific price paid. It is ;ifl^ to h» 
understood as a mere seal or ratification of a cove* 
nant, but as a proper ransom, namelv, the life 
of Christ giiven and paid for the deliverance of 
sinful men. The Greek is cartainly literal and plain 

enough, ^a* Java* t-av '^m'/^v ovtx Xvrpav airr* txtoXXcov* 
Here is the giving or faying plainly expressed, ««« 
istvAk^ — ^the thing given, or price paid^ rtjy 4/u%nif 
*UT« *, the character and intent of the gift, xurpcv a 
ransom, and the object uvt^ rm ttqWoovj to procure 
the deliverance of the many. Hie death of Chxi^- 

* See Scott's Ciuistiwi JJjfe, Part ii. Chap. vS. §§ 5, 4. 

they 
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they allow to have been the means of deliverance ;* 
and in another place they admit that the death of 
Ghrist was voluntary on his part, therefore what 
ean a voluntary surrender of life for a certain pur- 
pose be, but a gift of that life, or price paid for the 
accomplishment of that purpose; and as for the 
^fference between deliverance and ransom, it con- 
ffists, it seems, merely in the payment or non-payment 
of a stipulated price ; then the life of Christ was the 
price of this ransom, according to St. Matthew, and 
it was of course a proper ransom, in the fullest sense 
of the word. 

To the law then and to the testimony ; let us believe 
the Holy Evangelist when he sp^s so plainly, 
rather than the Editors of this Improved Version, 
who to render the Scriptures more intelligible, thus 
darken and obscure the most perspicuous passages, 
and positively deny what the sacred writers as posi- 
tively assert *. 

But 

* I confess it is matter of astonishment to me how so acute 
a writer as the Author of the Letters of Ben Mordecai could fall 
isto the strange biit too common inconsistency of insisting upon the 
^ath of Christ being no price, no ransom^ because we are said to 
be forgiven freely by God, (^«^«av) ; and yet contending, that 
Christ received the power of forgiveness as a reward for what 
lie underwent. For if our forgiveness is unconditionally free, whv 
did Christ undergo any afflictions in order to acquire such 

rwer I why suffer at all ? why be nuipbered with transgressors ? 
this were a free gift to sinners, it was plainly no free gift to 
the innocent Jesus. And yet all was free^ if the atonement as 
well as the forgiveness wrought out for us, was. a voluntary act 
oiGod. ' 

[And this may serve for an answer to Dr. Priestley, who, 
in his treatise styled, *^ An Appeal to the serious and candid 
Professors of Christianity," p. i8. says, ** We read in the 
Scriptures, that we are justified freely by the grace of God : 
but what free grace qr mercy does there appear in God, if 
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But they tell us also, in thdr note cm Matth. xx. 
i8. that Christ's death, as Avl^ov afli voxxtapy a ransom 
for many, was NOT the suffering of a substitute. 
We might suppose from this that such a meaning 
could not be expressed by the term ransom, since 
they are «o exceedingly careful to do away every 
impression of that nature ; why then, let me ask, da 
they so industriously select the very term ransom for 
the rendering of ayraXAaf/Aa, Mark viii. 37, setting 
aside the received text, and the Primate's rendering 
** in exchange for ?" When it suits thdr purpose, 
it seems, ransom more strongly expresses the sub^tu- 
tion of one thing for anotha* than even the terms^ 
♦* in exchange for ;'* when it does not^ we may 
none of us venture to give it any such meaning. 
I am obliged to speak in this manner of their bold 
and unjustifiable adulterations of the WORD of 
GOD ! Only a few pages further they again render 
AuT/)ov ayn -yroAAwv, a ransom for many, Mark x. 45. 
and send u% back to their note on Matth. xx. 2S, 
to prove that our Saviour's life given as a ransom, 
can in no manner imply the sufferings of a substi- 
tute ; I do not deny that a>TaAA«r/*a may be ren- 
dered " ransom,*' or that x-Slfoy may sometimes 
express deliverance generally ; but I contend, that 
if oUr Saviour gave his life as a ransom according 
to the Evangelist, and died in our stead, ovfli 'ttoAXwi^, 
for, er instead of^ many, which the Greek expresses *, 

Christ gave a full price for our justification, and bore the infinite 
weight of Divine wrath on our account ?" See him cited in th^ 
•* New Theory of Redemption f* toI. i. pp* 247, 248. and the re- 
inarks there; particularly, pp.252, 257, 258.] 

♦ What the Evangelist expresses by Xwlpot «*7» voWu^^ St. 
Paul terms afl» y^vrpo* vrnp 7rawIftH> i Tim. ii. 6. Upon which see 
Putrani dc Sacrificiis, Lib. ii. c. 6. § 4. p. 337. 

both 
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h^ Avlpw » th^ ongipal and TMsopm in Ae re- 
ceived Version, ^e to be taken in thdir literal and 
piiO^ seBse^ iind l^e pret^ded correcticn^ of the 
t^ is an ppen fttbificarioa of it." — << Ye were not: 
wideetned,'* (or ransomed, tXMrp^hri) s?^ys St. Peter, 
** wlh ooffuptS>le things ^ ^Iver and gold *," (the 
]ink:e paid, that is, con^ted not in actu^ moneys 
V things bo^ht with money,) ^< but with th^ pre? 
OQHS blood pfChrist ;" this w^ the price paid,. thi« 
«w the Ut^al and positive price wherewith *« ye^ 
iffere Bought j" as smother Apostle expresses i^ 
I Cor. yi.^ 20. We still are pressed with notes and 
^aqpoffition^, to induce vis to think of nothing but 
hqIs and r^tificationh but we mu^ abide by what is 
vrritt^, and persist in acknowledging a ransom^ s 
prk^ and a purchased redemption ; nor though f^iey 
^bould insist ever so upon our doing otherwise, shal^ 
I cease to regard the ransom oi his blood-shedding^ 
^ the suffering of a substitute, while I have the 
positiYe testimony both of St. Paul a^d St. Petef 
to the fact, that ** Christ redeemed us from the 
curse of the law, by being made a curse for us," 
GaL iii. 13. that he " suffered for sins, the just 
for the unjust,*' i Pet. iii. 18, that "he died for 
our sins t,** i Cor. xv. 3. " died for the ungodly,*' 
Md '* was delivered for our c^^^ices," Roip. v^ 
^. iv» 25. 

• 1 Pet. i. i8, 19. 

\ *' Died for our «in8>" l Cor. xv. 3. pwip rm afiecfgrim •iyi.tiu 
We are tidden to take notice that « the true reading of*' Ga|, 
i. 4. is vipi rm «• «. and not vvi^ : that the expression is Terj 
general^ q. d, in relation to our sins. Of course Jot-si:, if it di^ 
fers inaateriallv from vipi, must be allowed its full force in th^ 
passage cited above from the fir^t Epistle to the Corinthians^. 
Whitby considers them as equivalent, See his.Examen Var* 

Xcct. 
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I VENTURED to assert of the present Edkof% 
that it would also be fcHmd that with them^ *^ I6 
bear sins,*' is n^ " to bear sms.'* Hebrews, ix. sSw 
they raider ^^ so Chri^ also was offered once tb 
hwr away the sins of many ;'' which in the note 
diey tdl its, (from NeweomSf) is to cause the fcfp- 
giveness of man. This I do not daiy. If te 
called the forgiveness di them 1 should dnnk 
he was instrmnentai in rendering Crod proptdoo^ 
and appeasing his just anger; bift there is ^ great 
diffaraoioe between ** bearing ^ and " bearing 4Vbmf^ 
ilut sins of many. The genibraKty of the world wotwUl 
scarcely suspect how nmch is hidden from their 
view by this small addition to the worck of die 
Apostle* Bearing away our sins may be zfiguraihe 
mode of expressmg the pardon and forpveneis <tf 
thenif but bearing them points immediately £o the 
nature and cause of Christ's suffering. If his death 
merely took place in ratification of his pronuscs; 
pronrises, that is, of forgiveness to all who wouM 
repent and be converted, he might be said to bear 
aw^y the ^sins of those who entered into the cove- 
nant, by a figure of speech not inapplicable cer- 
tainly, but yet not very appropriate ; but if he also 
suffered as a vicarious atonement j and the Scriphifes 
tell us he bore our sins, the sense of this expressioa 

X.ecl.MillS, and in hb noted on Romans, viii. \. ^ shows that ntt^k 
afAUfTMff according to the language of the Old lli'edtament, sijE^ni* 
fies a ^in-offering. See also Magee on Atonement, vol. i« 
p. 234*-^243, 3dedit. tmd hk xxixth note, p. 24^, in wf^ck 
the Argoments vrkach. the Socinims draw mm the Scrip t ute 
Vie of the prepositions a^ o«n^, ^»«, and frt^i, are hrieflj iwt 
vetj sufficiendy answered. See abio Outram 4e Bmtj&imfiJkiU* 
oap. Ti. § ii. p. 345. 

h 



Digitized by 



Google 



149 Renmtls m the impro^d 

18 singular and peculiar, and cannot be mistakai ; 
it is not a figure of speech, but an exact and literal 
representation of a matter of fact j it must not be 
altered or expunged therefore upon light grounds. 
There is another passage where the term bearing 
of sins is applied to our Saviour, viz. i Pet. ii. 24* 
Thus rendered in this Version; " who himself bare 
our sins in his own body on the Cross,*' which we 
are also told in a note, signifies, " he renvoved them 
. and carried them away ; so Christ is said, Matth* 
viii. 17. to bear our sicknesses.*' This reference to 
St. Matthew may help us to a right understanding 
of the case, for St. Matthew himself happens to cite 
Isaiah, chap. LIII *. To this writer then we must 
tave recourse at last to determine the sense of "bear- 
ing of sins:'* thus then does he describe the sufferings 
of the Messiah. ' 

4. Surely our infirmities he hath borne : 

And our sorrows he hath carried them-^ 
Yet we thought him judicially stricken. 
Smitten of God, and afflicted. 

5. But he was wounded for our transgressions j 

Was smitten for our iniquities : 

The chastisement by which our peace was, 

effected was laid on him ; 
And by his bruises we are healed. 
^. We all of us like sheep have strayed : 

We have turned aside, every one to Bis ovto 

way ; 
And Jehovah hath made to light upon hka, the 

iniquity of us all. 

• The Evangelist's reference i§ supposed to be to tke 4th ret. 
of Isaiah, chap. LIII. That this makes no difference, may be 
seen elsewhere. See the references below; an^ Outram dc 
&acrifi<^9 Lib. ii. c. 5. 

7. 1% 
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7. It was exacted) and he wds made answerable. 

And he opened not his mouth. 
8* By an oppressive judgment he was taken off; 

For the transgression o£ my people he was 
smitten to death. 

9. Although he had done no wrong. 

Neither was there any guile in his mouth. 

10. Yet it pleased Jehovah to crush him with a£« 

fliction. 
If his soul shall make a propitiatory sacrifice. 
He shall see a seed, &c. 

11. By the knowledge of him shall my servant 

justify many ; 
For the punishment of their iniquities he shall 
bear. 

12. Therefore will I distribute to hiqi the many for 

his portion. 
And the mighty people shall he share for hit 

spoil. 
Because he poured out his soul unto death ; 
And was numbered with the transgressors ; 
And he BARE the SINS of many ; 
And made intercession for the transgressors. 



To bear the ^s of any, is allowed to be equivalent 
to the bearing the punishment or consequences of 
sm, and this even by those who are pardcularlj 
adverse to the doctrine of a proper atonement, as 
Sykei^ Crellius, Socinus, &c. ; but this contribute^ 
little to the settlement of the question, because 
though they admit it in the case of a man's own 
sin, they deny it where the SBi of another is con- 

/ ceraed. 
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cemed % dnd tiesidee riie fo^veoness cf «as i^n^ 
also he figuratively AescribeSi as »the beating away 
the punishment thereof: in short, h^ dus last mode 
of int^rpretatiou it is impodsible to fix upon any 
terms that may not be explained away ; but it re- 
quires an extraordinary boldness toxx)nvert a term 
that may l)e understood literally -mto a figurative 
expression, for the were sstke of getting nd of a. 
doctrine, too plainly expressed to be misunderstood, 
were the words left unchanged. " To bear the 
punishment of another's iniquities,'^ is capable of 
being plainly and Uterally espressed, and in izct 
is so in the prophecy of Isaikh. " To bear the 
dns of nrany,** when understood, as it should be, 
of the punishment or consequences of 5in, is as plain 
ito expresaon as the former, stfid equally capable <tf 
being understood literally : but to bear away the 
ttns of many is ^very diflFereilt, and must be under- 
stood figuratively, while " to bear them away in 
his>own body oa the cross,** «eems to be too ex- 
travagaiit on expression to be adopted even by 
Unitarians thanselves ; so that hsve the fwesent 
translator^ suffer the received Xe&t to stand good, 
though they explain it away in their notes. The 
simplest method to be taken in adjusting this dif- 
ference is certainly to ascertain, u possible, how 
far the literal sense of <* bearing sins,*' that is, 
*« the punishment of sin,** is to be considered 
as the original sense of the sacred writer^ or 
Whether we 'are compelled to understand the ex- 
pression only in the figurative sense of ** bearing 
itins away/* as the bodily ^dfeeases of men rDto« 

♦ [See most of tlie commentator! on Numbers Xm. ^ore the 
jAmtsC^ ftc<incntly occurs.J 

borne 
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bdtne muiay, by our Sariour ill his imr2^idoti$ 
ctu»& ^ We say mmpeUed to imdemand k, because 
die fnresent Editors imply as mticb in all caeie^ 
wherB tfaeit sentiments hsqppeii to difiier ^om those 
of the generality of mai^und. One short note \i 
introduced to tell the tiinleamed^ (for the learned 
cannot be so imposed upon) that whatever smy 
given passage may have heretolbre been hdd xsi 
incttlcate» it does not really ituttkate^ any sueh things 
It would be great waste of time to go over grouml 
that has been so recently pre^KCupted by others^ and 
where all seems to have been done tluit we coisld 
wish or desire^ towards the settlement of this 
particmlar question. Professor Magee» in hii 
celdmated work, so <A.<exi referred to» has taken 
such particular paiiB in elucidating this point of 
criticism, and in replying to all the most laboured 
objections c^ the Unkarian and Sodnian writers^ 
that I shall think it quite suificient to give the. 
result of his curious researches. He has vary 
pardcuhrly ^camined the two terms employed \^ 
Isaiah tUtm SBid V2D> ^ ^^l as the term used b]p 
tl^ LXX, and the .Apostles ((»ya^f^), and has fully 
proved, ,in my estimation at lewt, liiat the literal 
sense of *« bearing the pumshment of others sins/* 
must have bcsen intended by the sacred writers*. 

*■ The learned Ludovic de Dieu^ in tM« Commentaries on 
the four Goape^s^bas the following excellent note on John>i. 29. 

ih afMo< ra ©i«i o Aifuv rrt* ofuxpr^ay ra xoa-fA^, Est aipiiK a/*«f* 
Tiair peccatum in se suscipere et portare, sicnt Matth. xti. apo* 
T«r T09 roevfo9 ovb. Christut, qua Deus, aipn aufert peccatum 
remittent. Sed ^^ Agnus Dei et Victina piacularis, de qu& 
hie procul dubio agitur, oLi^u portat peccatum> portando expiate 
expiando aufert, emcitque ut remittatur, est ergo hie a»p«» turn 
1^3, turn 730. Esa. LIII. ubi quoque p^Bf^ Agnus vocatur, 
et dicitur Correctio pacb nostra ftiisie V^V -^J^ i^mmj Ct Dens 
13 y^JSn> ^V^^^ ts tim peccata omnium aoitrum. 

L One 
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One conclusion he is brought to, is, that " the 
word KB^3> when connected with the word SINS, is. 
throughout the entire of the ]Kble to be understood 
in one of these two significations : BEARING, i. e. 
sustaining on the one hand, and FORGIVING 
on the other. And that, in neither of these 2^pli- 
cations, does there seem any reseon for interpreting 
it in the sense of BEARING AWAY ; nor has any 
one unequivocal instance of its use, in that sense^ 
ever been adduced." 

The meaning of the word h^Qf is still more evi- 
dent ; where not connected with the word SINS, it 
has uniformiy the sense of bearing a burden, and 
in one of the only two passages where it occurs 
Connected with SINS, its meaning is too palpable 
to be misundersood, viz. Lament, v. 7. " Our 
fathers have sinned, and are not, and we have 
borne their iniqtiiries,*' or as Dr. Blayney renders it, 
we have undergone the punishment of their iniqui- 
ites. Primate Newcome, the model of these trans- 
lators, particularly renders the Proverb alluded to 
by Jeremiah and Ezekiel j " The feithers have eaten 
a sour grape, and the children's teeth are set on 
edge," in this manner horn the Chaldee, " The 
fathers have sinned, and the sons are smittai." 
If the words used by the Prophet to express the 
•* bearing the sins of many*^ and " the hearing the 
punishnent of mens^ iniquities^'* may with greater 
reason and propriety, and more consistently with the 
general use of the terms in Scripture, be understood 
to signify the bearing the pimishment due to them, 
than the mere removal of them in the way oir 
pardon and forgiveness, we may reasonably turn to 
the other parts of the prophecy as well as to its 
accomplishment, to see if they co-incide most with 
the former or the latter interpretation* 

In 
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Jxf. explanation, the^, of these very tertns, we art 
told, that *^ God nu^ the iniquities of us ail to fall 
upon him^** who is said to have ** borne the iniquities 
^ many * ;" he was " numbered with the transgress^ 
ors ;** " wounded for mr transgressions^ and smitteM 
for our iniquities ;'* ** for our peace appears to have 
been effected by his chastisement^ and we healed by 
his bruises ;'* he came to " give bis life^ a ransom 
for many ;** he was " offered to bear our sins.** " He 
who knew no sin was made a sin (or sin-offering) for 
us** He ** redeemed us from the curse of the hw 
by being rnade a curse for us ;" He " suffered for our 
sinsy the Just for the unjust.** He vjras " delivered 
for our (jffmcesy* *^ died for our sins^** " gave him-- 
self for us an offering and a sacrifice to God ;** " lUi 
blood was shed for many for the remission of sins ;** 
And " we are reconciled to God by the death of hit 
SonP Surely any person who could be brought 
without prejudice to look upon these passages, would 
be nati^raliy led to think that Christ ^y bore the 
punishment of our iniquities/' in some manner 
as a ^bstitute^ not by a mere figurative removal 
x>f them, but by an actual endurance of the penal con^ 
sequaices of sin, ui his own body on the cross. I say 
the penal consequences of sin, for uithe strict sense c^ 
the ^erm^ as Dr. Magee has himself ably observed, the 
word punishment cannot so well be applied to the suf- 
ferings of our Lord : see his xlii** note, pp. 457, 
458, &c. vol.i. 3d. edit. . 

The learned author, whose laboiurs I have thus 

* How far these expjresiions may be understood, as bearing a 
reference to th« Scape Goat, the Professor also considers at 
length, showing how little advantage is to be gained by' Uni- 
tarians, by insisting so much as they do on this particular cere- 
mony ; waich, when duly examined, does not in any manner con« 
tradict the doctrine of ricarious suffering, and a strict propitia- 
tory Atonement. 

L 2 attempted 
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itefctempted to atddge, exanunes as wdl the Greek 
terms used by the LXX» as the (Higjnal Hebrew 
terms of the prophet himself; and it b suffident to 
state tl»it the coiKrlusioii he draws, from a earful 
ittvestigaticm of the matter, is as strongly in 
favour ^ a proper atonement, as the circumstances. 
I h^ve alreaidy touched upoa *« It is impossS>le 
to ffo into detail at preseit; a reference to the 
Professor's own books must be the utmost I can 
attempt; and I can only conclude with declaring 
it to be my firm persuasion, that in positive contra^ 
diction to the confident assertions of these Editors, 
when Christ is represented as suffering for sin, we 
are bound to understand, that it was by hearing 
the f malty due to sin. 

A few remarks from Dr. Outram's celebrated wc»rk 
de Sacrifidis should be added ; upon the 1 2th verse of 
Isi^, << Fortium dividit spolia, pro eo qu6d tradidit la 
niortamanimam suam, et cum sceleratis reputatus est, 
et ipse multorum peccata tulit ;'' he observes, ^^ ubi 
Verks iis, ipse multorum peccata tulit 9 ea tr3)«^uia est 
8fintsentia» quas cum persona ejus ccmvenerk, qui 
mm sceleratis reputatus, hoc ^t, ut nocens tractatus. 
erat. bsn verd quando talis quisquam, qualis qiodem 
tanquani nocens tractatur, peccata ferre dictus est» 
quis verba ilia peccata ferre aliud quid, ac petnas 
luere valere judicet ? Nulise enkn res inter se ms^s 
convenire possunt quam poenas luere, et tsuaquam 
hominem nocentem tractari* Quae omnis conve** 
nientia tc^litiu*, si peccata ferre in modo posito 
vatis dicto nihil sdiud esse^ nisi ea auferre aq 
dekre, cum Socini sectatoribus dixaJs/' Nothing^ 
can be £iirer reasoning than this j and it is what we 

* See Parkburst'ivGfl^k and Hebrew Lexicons ale9# under 
the words 4nk^^«» \j^f^ aad H^^p i and I^h*i Cfttica Saon^ 

have 
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have condnually insisted cm: why was he num- 
bered with the transgressor^ in so marked and ex« 
traordinary a manner, if his death was only requi- 
site, to veiify his promises, or ratify God's covenant? 
J^nd let us remember, that he was not merely, ami 
as if by accident, a victim of Jewish spite aud cru« 
elty, but the Spirit of God foretold it. He who 
$aid he should ^ bear cur jim," said also he 
should be •* numbered with transgressors ;'* and 
he who «aid he should be *^ numbered with ike 
transgressors^*^ declared that " he should bear the 
punishment rf other men's iniquities.** Should all 
this appear a mere figure of speech to the Soci« 
nians and Unitarians, yet was it literally fulfilled 
by God Almighty, beyond all doubt and diq)uta- 
tion. He ** bore the punishment of ^ * in his 
own body on the cross;'' ,and the very historini 
who thus records this undoutM:ed fact in the ^istopf 
of our Saviour, declarer also, that it was for ^o sins 
of his own, but that he suffered, ^ the juH ^ibe 
unjust** fiHmtoi iir$g mimMf. Dr. Outram insists also 
on the sev^al versions of Isaiah, liii. 6. a$ (exd^i^ 
^entirely to confirm the saise conveyed by ^be 
recdved text, and to set aside the Sociaian glossies 
on it. " Quid enim hie interpretes Graed? Ku^i«c 
^ufitoaxiv avr^y rem afA^friet^ yiixtay* Quid versio Vul« 
gata ? Posuit Deus in eo iniquitateni omnium nostrum. 
Quid Arabica ? Dominus autem tradidit eum peccatis 
nostriju Quid Syriaca? Donmus fecit, ut oecurrerent 
in eum peccata nostra. Qu^ interlinearis ? Dominus 
fecit occurrere in eum iniquitatem omnium nostrum.*^ 
Quid Castellio ? Jova in eum omnium nostrum crimen 
conjecit. Quae omncs qusmodi sunt verslones, ut 

♦ The preseiit translators poatiyely contradict this ; but, tp U|c 
an expression of Dr. Priestley, '' this diould not prevent our 
judging for ourselves :" it is adnaitted by many oppon^ ats of t^e 
.doctrine of the Atonement. * * 

Xi 3 Christum 
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Christum sic,' ut onere quodam, peccatis nostris grava- 
turn fuisse, poenaqiie vicaria affeftum doceant.** 

Besides trying to get rid of the word " beaf' 
ingy* an attempt is made throughout this Version 
to dispose also of the word ♦* Sins^^^to that I 
may feirly add that, with the Editors, sins are run 
sins. The Authors already cited may give full sa^ 
tisfection also upon these heads; Outram in his 
replies to Episcopius, and Magee in his animadver- 
' dons on the contributors to the Theological Reposi- 
tory. The design of the present Editors is, as much 
as possible to confine the meafiing of the term sin, 
to outward uncleanness, the disqualifications of an 
uncovenanted state, or what are commonly called 
** Sins of Ignorance,'* to the exclusion of all moral 
' evil or moral guilt. This is done to so great a degree 
as to call forth the animadversions of a very learned 
writer of their own party * ; the attempt has often 
been made before, and as often resisted. Outram 
de Sacrificiis, lib. i. c. 13. § 4, may be consulted 
as to the dilutes oi former days, and Magee in 
his 37th n^te, Sermon i, on the more recent ob* 
jections of our own contemporaries. See also 
Whitby, or Heb. ix. 7. 



I OBSERVED, that intercession also with^ the 
Editors, was not intercession. To prove this, I 
need biit give the word they substitute for inter- 

♦ Sec thp Review in the Monthly B^po8i|ory for July last, 
|>efore cited. [See also Mr. RetmelPs Animadversions^ .P* 33> 
•whtrt he very properly reminds the Editors, thstf in certain pas- 
sages of Scfiptyrc, particularly Acts, y. 31, the Jews as well 
as the Gentiles are spoken of as Sinners fieeding forgiveness ; the 
€9vinsttUd, thati># al well as th^ uncovfnmacd.'^ 

Cessioa 
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ces^on in the received text, Heb. vir, 25. viz- «&• 
terposition. This they are willing to cgrant is fully 
implied by the word fVTvy;^avca. But this iiiterpcv 
sition may be any thing but interce^ion.^ , *• Ivmaj 
perhaps mean/' they say, " that Christ in his esb- 
alted state is exerting his power in some unknown 
way for the benefit of his Church ;" and Mr- Lind«- 
sey supplies us with another conje&ure about it^ 
(supposing it must be intercession,) " the perpei- 
tual intercession of' Christ may perhaps be> the 
continual operation and effect of his miracles and 
doctrines in the world, by which men are brought 
to believe in God by Ifim, and to be saved/' Now, 
I cannot help saying, that this seans to me no morp 
to resemble a proper intercession (God being the 
object) than a seal resCTibles a ransom. But why 
all these objections to the term intercessicm ? The 
Editors themselves inform us, they are desirous 
we should not apprehend that this text, viz* Heb# 
vii. 25, ** gives any countenance to the custom 
of offering prayers to God through the intercession 
of Christ." 

But St. John tells us, that " if any man siiH 
we have an advocate with the Father, Jesuis Christ 
the righteous, and he is the propitiation for our 
sins,** I John ii. The manner in which our Sa- 
viour exerts his power for sinners in his exalted 
state, does certainly not appear to have been so 
much unknown to the Apostle, as to the Editors of 
the Improved Version. An advocate implies inter- 
cession ; but an advocate, when it occurs in Scrip- 
tiure, is not an advocate, it seems ; ir^fix^XrH^q is a 
word, we are told, of very genei^ import. ",It 
may only mean, that Christ is the medium of recon" 
dliation^^^ This expression^ medium <f reconciliation, 
serves them upon all occasions j if Christ is spoken 
L 4 of 
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•of dtttinctly a$. jt ransem, a sacr^^, a propitlsiti$n^ 
im intersesmTj or 911 advocate^ we are trium^phaiuly 
-told, fae 18 not either of these as such, but Hi^ely 
Bc " a medium of reconciHafion." This is cufious in^ 
<teed : we say he is the medium of reccm^iiiation, as 
»ur ransom^ ^tonementy propitiation, intercessory &c. ; 
«uid f Aejf risply that he is iK)t any df these things, 
though the Scriptures tell us SO9 b^t ^* a medium^ 
f^ondliation.*' 

But however, (to return to where we were) St, 
^ohn describiBs our Lord to be " our advocate witk 
4hi Father j'* let us now then adopt what the Uni« 
tarians would substitute for intercession, and see 
how the passage would stand. *< If any man sin^ 
'We have, with the Father^ vp^ 'tov wari(»^** the 
tontinual operation of Chrisfs miracles and doctrines 
in the worlds by which men are brought to believe * 
4n God by him and be saved. This would be as 
nearly as possible nonsense, and therefore J will 
^aot dwell on it ; let us try the oth«r, " If any 
man sin, we have with the Father, Christ in his 
exalted state exerting his powers in some unknown 
Hvay for the benefit of his Church */' Now this 
would be admirable sense ; but it in no maimer ex* 
tludes intercession, and we have quitie as gr^t a 
right to believe it on the assertion of an AiK)StIe, as 
to rqed it iipon the unsupported suggestiwis of th^ 
Editors, 

Take vccf^aKXiHo'^ in its other senses, it would not 
•so WeH apply j <* if any man sin, we have a com^ 
fbrter, a gutde^ an instructor, with the Father i** 
'|m advocate is the v^ friend we stand in ne^ of 
tvlth thfi Father, and shic^ the Editosrs 9^t bis 

t '^Ctrist liycth to intercede for us.'* Ncwfome, Rom. v. 10. 

interposition 
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tntetfositim abovey we must incline to diink it can- 
not wcfl be in any manner but as our advocate and 
intercessor: that is, vrfthout- going nunittely into 
particulars, the analogy is sound and good. As a 
very se^isible writer observes, ** the inteipositian of 
Chrisl, tf not literally and properly intercesaon, 
is neverthde^ analogous to it ; for what a prc^)er 
intercessor is, between one man jtfid another, that 
Christ is, between God and man.** He is not [figt^ 
rativefyj but analogously so called; which comes 
Wuch more near to an actual reality than a m&se 
tigurarive expression, as is admirably shown ^ 
feysie*s Vlth Bantpton Lecture* 

It is fiDmewhat strange however that they scruple not 
to allow that TrapaxXUTo? clearly signifies advocate "^h^ 
predicated of the Holy Spirit^ though, according to 
their ideas of things, this ought at least to justify 
our prayers, to that Divine Being. Their great object 
is to deimVe our Saviour of all right to this act 
of xvorshipf I do not deny that the Holy Spirit is in 
some sense our advocate, but that he is so in ^ 
diferent manner from Christ, maybe seen. by con- 
sulting the fdUowing learned authors: Beza on 
John, xiv. 1 6 ; Ludov. de Dieu on the same passage ; 
JPearsm on the Creed, fol. 328 ; and Outram de Sa^ 
frificiisj c. yii. 1. 2, Where also is much to the pur-? 
pose on the term /i^ruy^^avw, which the Editors dwell 
upon. See also the Appendix to Magee^s Sermons on 
Atonem^ti third Edkion^ which every person 
should consult who would desire to know wh^t 
Unitarianism really is, as described by its great friend 
and patron Mr. Belsham. 

To conclude, as to the countenance given by the 
text Heb.vii. 25. to the custom of effering prayers 
to God through the intercession of Christ, I shall ob- 
serve, thajt we had better not lay it aside upoii such 
. V - ;i - weak. 
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weak authority, since at all events the text positively 
declares, as the Edkors themselves render, that 
** Christ is able to save in the fullest degree those 
who come to God by him, ance he ever livetb to 
interpose for them/* If he is able to save to the 
utmost by his interposition with God, and has expressly 
told us, that ** if we ask any thing in bis name HE 
will do it," we had better trust Im word, and con* 
tinue to *^ ask in his name^^ than puzzle our brains, 
and endanger our salvation by listening to what I 
most call the sophistry of these new improvers of 
Christianity. In Rom. viii. 34, they admit the term 
intercede mto their text, but explain it away, exactly 
10 the same manner in their note on the place *. 



THERE are two very particular passages which 
the Editors undertake to assure the public, give no 
countenance to the commonly received doctrine 
of Atonement by vicarious sufferings, and they 
allege that the world has been misled by the com- 
mon translation ; the first is Romans, iii. 25, 26, 
and the other, 2 Cor. v. 21. If I am to be ac- 
counted among those who have been misled into 
such strangle notions by the common transfiatioii, 

* I cannot help adding a note from Philo^ of which 1 am re- 
minded by an UntUman, Mr. Jones, who is disposed tp think 
Philo a Christian : avayxeuMt y^f %f ret U^puaw ru rv U9Tft» 

MfAup^n;jutrm xm ;^opi}7»au> a^ottrretruf etyet^vp^ which her nenders^ 
: '' It becomes him who is devoted to the Fatber of the worlds to 
• employ as his intercesssr his own Son, who is most perfectt }n 

virtue, in order that he may obtain the for^eness pf his sins, 

and the supply of every good.'* Jones's Iltustrfttions of m Gospeh, 

p. 300* 

I must 
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I must declare that I am also incapable of being set 
right (zs the Editors would call it) by their own 
rendermg of the passages ; the first they translate 
thus, — ** Whom God has set forth as a mercy- 
seat in his own blood, to show his [Method of J 
justification concerning the remisaon of past sins, 
through the forbearance of God ; to show [I sayj 
his [TMethod of] justification at this present time; 
that he might be just, and the justifier of him who 
hath faith in Jesus," I must now transcribe the 
note upon it, first however observing, that they follow 
Locke in rejecting the common reading, •* through 
faith in his blood," (which Newcome adopts^') and 
this, because the words Six wincog are omitted in the 
Alexandrian and some other MSS., and ^' because 
they obscure the sense." Their explanation or 
paraphrase of the passage, then, is as follows:-— 
^* The Apostle represents Christ as a Mercy-Sea^ 
consecrated by his own blood, upon which the 
goodness of God, as it were, takes its stand, and 
declares his gracious purposes and dispensations to 
mankind j see Locke and Taylor's judicious note 
upon the text. The word l\»fnpioy never signifies 
** propitiation," as it is translated in the public ver- 
sion *, but is always used, wherever it occurs, 
both in the Old Testament and the New, to express 
the Mercy-Seat which was the golden lid of the ark, 
upon which the Shechinah or clbud of glory rested, 

♦ Some authors, howewr, h^ve supposed txarvf^ot to be rn 
adjective, and that ^vfjua, or Itpno* is to be understood as a sub- 
ttantiye. Sec Magee*8 Sermons on Atonement, note 26, Ser- 
moa I, and tlie rdFerences there, particularly jirchlnsbop New-- 
fome\ translation. I shall add iiiw/&r authority ; see ^v. Priest' 
Iey*8 notes on all the Books of Scripture ; the Doctor admits that 
«* thus it may signify a propitiatory sacrifice, under which idea^ 
the death of Jesus is represented in the Epistle to the Hebrcpr«." 
[See also much to the purpose in Dr. Lockman's ThcplPgi^^l 
. J^iscourses,' Sermon ii<*. voLi, 91, 92.] 

an4 
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.and from \vbich orades were dispensed, flsaod. xxv. 
flO, Numb. vii. 8, 9^ Lev. xvii. 2, Heb. be* 5, It 
miist be evident to every mxprejucUced person, that 
this beautiful allusion of tne Apostle, whidi is intended 
ito represent Christ as the messenger of divine mercyt 
and the medium of divine communications to mankind^ 
^vesno coxmtenance to the commonly received doc- 
trine of vicarious sufferings, though many lay gre^Ct 
stress upon this text, misled by the common transla^ 



lion/' 



To shorten matters; I am always willing to grant 
-every thing that can be granted ; let then I\a^fn^u 
be the mercy-seat or propitiatory, and not the 
propitiation itself, as rendered in the received text ; 
and let all the References be admitted as provii\g 
what they are brought to prove, still there remains 
. much to be observed upon j and first, though the 
iKctrnptcv or mercy-seat, was the gold^i lid of the 
ark, upon which the Shechinah rested, and from 
which oracles were dispensed, yet the mention of 
the blood of Christ in this text, points clearly to 
another circumstance relating to the Jewish mercy- 
seat *, namely, that it was at or before the mercy- 
seat,^ that the High Priest sprinkled the blood of 
the Sin-offering, to make atonement for t^ose who 
desired God to be propitious to them. Whoever 
will be at the pains to read the xvith Chapter of 
Leviticus, must surely be led to think, that if the 
term Ixartipiov should point to the mercy-seat, and 
pught not to be confounded with the IXa^-fAof or 
Propitiation, yet the blood must have a reference 
to the blood of the sin-offering, sprinkled before 
the mercy-seat by the High Priest, to make atone- 
ment, not merely for die mercy-seat itself, but 

♦ ♦* Sanguinis autem nomen ad vetenitn sacrificiomim figuram 
|K>« revocat, quorum Veritas in ipso Ciristo fult/* Bcza. 

fOJf 
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ibr due Sins of the people *. I am not conscioi» 
tiiat I have writtm a word, that is not warranted 
by^ the language of the xvith Chap, of Leviticus. 
Tbt ternt for making atonement in the LXX hae a 
relation to tx^itffi(ncu. The expression is t^iXwnruu 
The AtDoanent itself liierefore, would be tj^tXstiriA9g 
or txai^c^ which is equival^t. Now we know 
that St. John twice speaks of our Saviour 9^ the 
iKxtrfA^^ ■ or Propitiation ; Ixa^fM^ wt^ rui^ ecf^A^um 
i^e#v, the Propitiatioa for our Sins, i John, iL 2, iv^io} 
and if this is not to be considered as strikingt|F 
anatogous to the expressions in Leviticus t^iXavwrm 
irf/»i o&(x«pr»«c"-— c^iXA(r3C€r^aii 'jrs^i rm vt»v la-pufi X ' * a fr m 
Tr»V(aif rtav »[A»fri(aif auTwv— I know not what COoid ba 

^>nsidered as such« Let us then take theiv cfwn 
rendering, ^ whom €k>d has set forth as a merc^ 
seat in Im owq blood*" Does this convey no <ftlket 
idea than thsR: the Apostle meant to represeatf 
Christ as *' a meicy^-seat consecrated by hn cmm 
blood, on which the goodness of God might take 
its ^and, to decl^^e his gracious purposes and dis^ 
pensationa to li^flikind?^' May it not convey a» 
well the idea of a propitiarion as a pr^itiatoryt? 
When St. John as fully assures us, Christ was ottfi 
propitiation, as St. Paul tells us he was our mercy- 
seat; and the Apostle to the Hebrews speaks of 

«ue 

* Mr. Locke^ whom tlie Editors cite for other parts of their' 
exposition, notices that the atonement under the law was made?^ 
by blood sprinkled on the propitiatory, or, mercy-seat, referring ta 
Levit. xvi. He draws, however, ^the same conclusion from the 
passage that the Editors do, and is certainly very far from iid- 
mitting our sense of it. As Dr. Doddridge has noticed, hit 
orenjarks, 1 need not stop to do it; but must declare, tliat after art 
attentive consideration of his argument, and exposition, I ^e iiot# 
the smallest reason for altering my opinion of the text. 

•f The correspondence which I have pointed out between ih^ 
TxeurfAoq and »xar»»;»f» takes place in the Hebrew. -The ^erli 
^32, which signifies to cover j and from whence the mercy-seat 
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our " having boldness to enter into the hcrifest/^ 
(that is, to the mercy-seat,) " hj the blood of 
Jesus," X. 19. The " blood of sprinkling," aa he 
calls it^ chap. xii. 24. and <^ his own blood where- 
with he sanctifies hi^ people," ch. xiii. 1 2. Surely 
the connexion intimated by St. Paul between the 
VkoL^fm^ and the blood of Jesus, (our iXftr/tM^) must 
convey to us some other notions of the mercy-seat, 
than merely that of its being the resting place of the 
Shechinah, or the place for the di^>ensatbn of oracles, 
though in both these senses also very applicable cer- 
tainly to the Mediator of the New Covenant, who was 
himself that Shechinah, as well as the dispenser of the 
Divine Oracles. 

The words i%% mnuu do not at all obscure the 
sense to us, but are perfectly intelligible whether we 
refer them to Christ as our lXA<rpe; or propitiation, or 
to Him as the ixamptop or mercy-seat of God. In 
either case we look to him for the rendering of God 
propitious to us, which was the object of the Jews in 
resorting to the mercy-seat of old, there to present 
their sin-offering for an atonemmt*. I am aware 
that I offend Unitarians, when I talk of God's being 
rendered propitious to Man t ; but I know not how 

ta 



•r golden coyer of the Ark had its name, being applied to the 
€Overit^ of tran8gr<:8sioa89 that is, to the sheltering the sinner fron^ 
punishment and suffering ; in shorty it truly signifies to atone, 
expiate, and propitiate, (as even Sykes admits,) if the Unitarians 
would but acknowledge that those terms have any distinct mean* 
ing. 

* " Dlci potest etiam Christus 'ihamc^ i4 est Propitiator." 
Bcza. 

Grotius also <ibserves of our Saviour, " In hac nostra (nempe 
lege) Christus ipse non sacerdos tantum sed est Victima/' 

•f" 80 very desirous are they of doing away all ideas of God 
Wing propitiated^ that they bid the reader take notice that 

the 
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to ei^ress myself otherwise with any decency. I* 
cannot see what need there could be of any mercy- 
seat or stn-oflFering or atcmemebt, to bnng^ the 
unholy into a holy state, or the uncovenanted into 
a covenanted relation, if God must, in ti^ nature 
of things, be as projndous to the cma as the other. 
To reconcile God to man, nuy aj^ieac to Umtanans 
to be an absurdity ; but if man need to be reamciled 
to God in order to obtain his blessings, surely this* 
implies a previous estrangement on the {nrt ef hah ^ ; 
see Veysie, 28, 29. Serm. i. — ^Pearson, 364, 365. 

And this will lead us to the remainder of the te^ 
— ** To shew, (says this improved Vecton), the 
method of his justification, concerning th^ remission 
of psfst sins, through the forbearauce of God." The 

the Apottle {Heb. ii. 19.) 'does not speak of our Sttviour's prs* 
^tiating God, but of his prot)itiating the slut of his people % 
i;wxi(7$4i T«f ttfiMpm^. This, they say, is a remarkable expres* 
siqn, and so indeed it is accqrding to their interpretation, for to 
propitiate sins is as near as can be nonsense : but if they would 
look into Porphyry de Abstinentii» they would fiud, that in 
Greek,, to propitiate sins is to proj^tiate ^rt etitt the Deity. Sec 
Whitby in loco. 

♦ It would surely puzzle any plain understanding to conceive, 
hew these Editors can fancy, that nothing was required, nothing 
4oiie to reconcile God t6 many t^en^ after assuring us, Rokn. vt. 25* 
that Christ <^ being delivered for oi|r offences,*' does not at all 
mean that he bore the punishment of them to appease the anger of 
God, they yet proceed, Ch. v. i, to adopt the Apostle's lan- 
guage of our having peace with God through Jesus Christ, and 
ver,9. of our being saved from an^er through him. 

But nothing surprises me more than their note on i John^ ii. 2, 
a passage I have had particular occasion to refer to. •• And he 
is the propitiation for our sins» &c. Their note is, " IXowfUK the- 
act of pacifying an ofinded party : Schletuner, Christ is a propi- 
tiation as bv his Gospel he brings sinners to repentance, and thus 
averts the Mvinc dispkasure.'* — So that after all it wouM seem God 
it the offended party, whom it is necessary to conciliate ; bt^ yc( 
in their note on Ch. iv. 10, they again explain this away. - ' 

Greek 
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tm 'iTfoysfowilwhOif^affnf^ar^iff i¥ m »p§j(;n rmj 0<»- Now 
I (fisappdrore of the rendering m? ^xAiao-uHis avvny hift 
jostificitttaii or mdhod of juittficadon, ki^teati of hi^ 
RightB^usnnsf as the received text has it. I think 
the comilKm. Version is better, though that iacbed^ 
as commoiily: tuKkntood, does not come iqp i& att 
tesj[ieets to my idea of ibe maitter. la these two 
venses we have lueftio<rvHi? twice» Jiie«»o» cmce^ and 
iiK»i9vyrotr-^ust MAJust^catkn 9Xid justify sound aHkcw 
but are not strictly so ; Just, aad righteousneis, aad 
jtts^ are neither quke alike in meaning, nor sotmd 
alike ;^^, and justice, and justify w<mld perhaps, 
come nearest both in sound and meaning, and m 
correspondence to the Gredc*. Suppose thea we 
were to read it, <* to show, or make mani£est his 
jusdce concerning the remission of past sins thrcmgh 
the forbearance of God. To manifest, I say at tms 
time, his justice, that he mieht be just, and the 
just^er of him that hath 6ith in Jesus.'* Past 
sins remitted through the forbearance of God, with- 
out any imptied atonanent, might have brought his 
justice in question. This then required to be vin- 
dicated and manifested to the world in its proper 
light: How was this to be done? the text tells 
us, by setting forth Christ as his mercy-seat by 
his blood. The legal atonements made before the 

* And thus the Vulgate and Beza ; ad demonstrationem Jus^ 
istU tusBUt sit Justus, et Justificans turn, &e. ** Justitis autem No- 
niine> (Beza oluervea^) inteUigitur summa ilia Dei, turn in vindi* 
caadis peccatis seveiitas, Justissimae ipsius Naturae conveniens $ 
turn summa ipsiua et in pracstandis promissis fides^ et in Christ^ 
Justitia credentibus imputata misericordia, sic videlicet in suoa 
Btse simul, et jitstissimum, et dementissimum, in suos praebendo.**^ 
This note of fiesa and the following are so entirely consistent 
with all that I bive ventured to suggest* that I hope the learned 
t^dcf will not bSl tg cj(;saQi^e theiut 
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siercy^seat uoder tHe Oid CovenaHt w^e suppoeed 
ta render those ias whom they were made holy and 
cfeaHf and to bring them into a state of recondU 
liation with God^ so that God could Uess them 
and be merciful to them, and that without imputa^ 
tion of his jusdcei inasmuch as by their sin-offer- 
ing they made acknowledgment of then: unclean* 
ness^ and of thdr sid>jection, and the atonement 
such as it was, was suffered to stand in the place 
of con^pensation. Now all parties I belieye art 
agreed, (though the Sodnians and Unitarians carry 
matters in this respect much fg$ far\ that the offer** 
ings and atonements under the Old Covadant by 
no means extended to the expiation of ajl sorts cw 
sins, or rather to the removal of the guilt of thrai | 
and yet there was some remis^cHi procured by them» 
Whatever in the mean time was not fuUy v^ ade» 
quately provided for, must be supposed to have re- 
quire by analogy some greater and more precious 
atonement. If atonemeqt in small matters was neces- 
sary, it must^ i, fortiori, be still nK)re 'requisite, onf 
should think, in greater concerns. Since the Editors 
choose to refer to the Old Testament, for which« 
however, I do not conceive they have much resped *, 
but since they do, I must have leave to argue with them, 
that if atonement was necessary, even for sins of 
ignorance as they call them, and I may add for in» 
firmities and accidents that were natural and unavoid- 
able, how much more necessary must it be to remove 
rfie contaminations of moral gmlt, and the impuritie? 
of sin and wickedness ? 

* Dr. Pnesliey chose to declare^ that the whole of the OM 
Tettanent it throughout a most unaccountable hook: but I inaj 
«i boldly assert, tluit when separated from the Old Testamcst, 
tiK New Testament is still more accountable ; both are stfficient^ 
McHigibk;, vhn appUf d to illustrate each othsr. 

M I main* 
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I maintain that the blood of Christ was the great 
atonement that extended to all these necessities, sup- 
plied all the deficiencies of the legal offerings, justify^ 
ing the former forbearance of God, by connecting 
the remission of past sins mider the Old Covenant, 
with the remission of sins through Christ under 
the New; in this consisted the great display of 
God's justice and mercy combined^ which the term 
•* Righteousness,** when properly understood, ad- 
mirably expresses ; when the justice of God, that 
is, is fairly taken into account^ the great object and 
concern of all offerings and atonements. Christ was 
set forth as a mercy-seat in his blood, being the ex- 
press antitype and substance of both ; the Propitia- 
tory and the Propitiation ; to manifest God's justice^ 
that none should have cause' to suppose that any past 
ans under the Old Covenant, for which no adequate 
legal atonement was provided, were really remitted 
without atonement, but that all was done with a 
view to the great Christian Sacrifice, " at this time,*' 
that is, in the Apostles days^ manifested to the world, 
that God might be just, that is, might exercise his 
mercy^ consistently with.his justice^ and in that manner 
be able to justify or acquit * him which believeth ia 
Jesus. 

The 

♦ The Editors «cem to admit this sense of Jixaiow, (see 
Gal. ii. 24.) so that I need not cite authorities ; but I cannot ' 
hdp adding Doddridge's remark on the preceding clause, 
*' that he might be just : \ By just, Mr. Taylor would under- 
stand merciful, and Mr. Locke, faithful to his promises; but 
either of these makes but a very cold sense wnen compared 
with that which I have here given. It is no way wonderful, 
that C>od should be merciful^ or faithful to his promises, 
though the justifier of believing siqners ; but that he should 
be JuST in such an act might nave seemed incredible, had we 
not received such an account of the propitiation and <atoiie^ 

menu** 
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*Fhe learned Witsius has many remarks in his 
CEcmwfma Faderum corroborative of this interpretation 
of the passage, see Lib. i« c. 5. § 33. Lib. ii. c 8« 
§§ 10, 1 1, 12. 17. One expression he uses, Lib. iv. 
c. 13. § 4* is very strong to the point ; he observes^ 
that the sins of believers remitted but not expiated 
by the legal sacrifices, remained as debts upon the 
surety^ which he was to pay ; " and therefore God," 
he goes on to say, ** who had already beforehand 
remitted very many sing, eJcacted them of Christ at 
the time appointed,*' Isaiah liii* 7. ^^ to declare his 
righteousness for the remission of sins that are past,'' 
Rom. iii. 25 j and he cites Parens on Heb. viii» i8# 
whose words are, that " the expiatory offering was 
not yet made, in which the remission of sins, where« 
with they were fevoured, was founded.** " In the 
mean time,** (I am proceeding with the remarks of 
Witsitu) ♦* sins even remitted without true expiation^ 
remained till they were at length expiated by the 
death of the Medmtor; which expiation being made, 
both their sins and ours were at last truly abolished 
m the judgment of God. Calvin uses the same \yay 
of fpeaking, Institut. lib. ii. c. vii. c. 17. " For which 
reason the Apostle writes, that the remission of the 
tins which remained under the Old Testament, was 
at length accomplished by the intervention of Christ's 
death. To which Witsius adds, "This then was the 
first defect of the Old Testament, that it had not 

mcnt." See also Veysie's Yuith Sermon, and Magee on 
Atonement. 

[Since the first edition of this work, it has given me singular 
pleasure to find, that the very learned author last cited, in the 
third edition of his book, published 1812, has not hesitated to 
declare, that he entirely adopts the interpretation I have offered 
above, being affured that it expresses the true spirit of the origi- 
nal passagi^ ToL i. p. 478.]] 
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the cauae of salvation ccmipkle^ and ecmiequeiitif 
not a trpe eKpiadon of siaa/ - To tke s^ove laay he 
added the following ei^presaion^ which I find in the 
ftydta ep^fmnaia SacimanUmi oUhe learned Mauritius ; 
speaking of the death oi ChxvA aa a dehl due in 9ame 
aort to GodSjuiticii he saya, " Im6 e© ipso dehiut 
iUa more Chnsti fwsae satisfi^toria justitiae diving 
et, si fes ita loqui. Jus Pea acquiatviase nobis bene^ 
&ciendi et remittendi nostra pece^nsu*" 

I have not dwelt upon the particnhMr doctrine of 
^onement by vicarious sufferings in^ lAm place, hecaua^ 
in my view of matters, it is undeniab^ included in 
the redemption wrought by Christ, and I dhall ha¥e 
occasion to touch i^pon it hereafter. My cmly ini» 
tentbn and endeavoiir at presait, has been to show» 
that atonement hdng necessary in the dispensadona 
of God's provideacei (if the Old Testaine^t k to be 
consulted) and being expressly alluded ta in sp many 
acooi^ts of the death and sufferings of Christy the 
i^os£ pliausible coi^ture as to its use and design ifi^ 
that Qtod^^ mercy and justice m%ht thereby be 
brought to. coalesce, and the former be enabled 
fireely to act, i^thout imputation, of the latter j and 
the text before us, in my estimation, so izx btmk 
giving no countenance to it, admirably explams ^ad 
con&rtns this doctrine, shewing that God pardqularly 
set forth, or gave his son, Christ Jesujs^ to he a mercy*^ 
seat and propitiation both for pa^ sins and s^s ta 
come, that he might be in all his proceedings just, aa 
w«U ift the remission of sfes beifetofojfek or- forh^fiu^ 
ance of punishment, as in the future acquits) juad 
JLUstificatipn of believers. In this point of view th^ 
Editors terms, " method of iusti|ica»tion," wpuld xv>t 
be objectionable^ for this I dp m^tfntain to be God^ 
particukr mode of justification,, viz* in consideration 

7 o^ 
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fdi Ghtidt's atotieftneit, fansom, and propidatioii :-^ 
«* 1*/* afe our Hoitiili^ express it, " the justice aiid 
faktcj of €rod did embrace together, and fulfilled the 
ittystery of our redemption/' 

And notMng I think could iflOre concisely, and at 
the ^me tifne nK)re satisfactorily illustrate this than 
the second passage^ which they d^lare contains ** no 
allusion to the commonly received doctrine of atonic 
nient by vicarious sufferings/* tiz. ^ Con v, 214 
^« For God hath made hiiri who knew lio sin, to be si 
^ for uSj that we fnay lie jiistifled before Oocl 
through hhrt/* Instead of ** to fee Jt dn for tis/' 
Archbishop Newcortie reads a stn-offeriftgy which the 
Editors reject ; but without reason, fo* a Sin-oflFerin^ 
ftught be so e^pre^ed, as Whkby has well shown •^ 
iiid Doddridge hae tiGt scrupled to adopt it in hii 
Paraphrase* That We . might be justified befof# 
<iod ** through him,'* though art tmdeftfaible Scfip- 
imi thith, is not the eiact rendering of the Greel^ 

h: tius plaee, ^eems clesirly to be used in the third of 
t^ sensed meiitioned by Beza, and to eiLpt^i the^ 
righteousness of Christ, by Way of antithesis to the^ 
term dti4.aprK» m the preceding clause of the vei*se ; 
but this, so for from bang adverse to the doctrine of 
atonement by ticarious suffi^ings, seefns eiip^essly to' 
confirm it ; for if by Christ*s irtterpositaoik and ((yt 
his sake, we, who were " sinners and outlaws," are 
to be accoumed holy, and rendered capable of 
heavenly biasings, tlie antithesis demands, that both 
isin and the paialties of sin should have been under« 

♦ They also re]e6t die Primate's rendering of Romans, vm;, 3V 
*' an offering foV sin," mp «;A«pT»a?, which however is certainly' 
the term used by the L aX for " an offering for sin," as many 
Aost learned commentators have been at the pains to pr6v^; 

M 3 gone 
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gone by Christ for our sakes. Now the Editors ad* 
mit the sense of the first clause to be, that " Christ, 
who had never violated the law, suffered death as a 
transgressor * ;'* but why " as a transgressor,** ex«p 
cept in the way of vicarious atonement? His death, 
in ratification of a covenant, did not require this^ un- 
less they would indst upon it that the blood of the 
Old Covenant, which Moses sprinkled on the Book, 
Exodus, xxiv* 8, was the blood of expiatory sacri- 
fices, which has appeared to many doubtful ; but if 
it were, then Christ*s blood also was the blood of 
an expiatory sacrifice, and this would decide the 
case as much against them the other way. That 
Christ should suiflfer ** as a transgressor^'* merely 
to ratify a covenant, or attest die sincerity of 
God's promises, I cannot understand ; we might 
purely say with Lactantius, Cur non saltem honesto 
aliquo mortis genere affiectus est ? See Barrow's 
Works, vol. i. p* 468. The allusion that they talk 
of to the mercy-seat, as though the goodness of 
God* there took its stand, to declare his ^cious 
purposes and dispensation^ to mankind, so far from 
appearing beautiful to me, seems quite the contrary, 
it this could, not be without the unnecessary suffer^ 
ings and disgrace of an innocent person ; but 
b^utiful indeed is the allusion, if I may infer that 
on Christ as a mercy-seat^ the Justice of Go4 

* They have a way of getting rid of the imputation of tin 
tipon all occasions : thus when the Apostle, Gal. iii. 13, says 
that Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, being 
made a curse for us, their gloss is, " as it were a curse,'' but 
why << as it >7ere a curse^'' if his death had no o^ect but that 



of bringing the Gentiles into a covenanted state ? His ignominy 
and su£Feringr8 were not merely *' as it were ** ignominy and suffer<t . 

took 



ings, but really and adually such. Newcome's iiotes support the^ 
ctrtainly^ but this does not change the case* 
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t£N)k Its stand *, that through him as sole propitia- 
tory, propitiation and propitiator, God might freely 
dispense his blessings of pardon and forgiveness 
to every contrite and repentant sinner. Then I 
can understand what is meant by God's making 
«* him who knew no sin, to be a sin for us ;*' 
namely, that through his sufferings we might be 
justified J that is, acquitted and released without un- 
dergoing the punishment strictly due to sin, or 
without any mistrust of God's purity and justice. 
In this manner I can easily comprehend why God 
permitted his beloved Son, as the Author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews tells us, " to taste death for 
every man,** and under such partictdar circum" 
stances, which I must still be allowed to insist, do 
not apply to the ratification of a covenant, (for this 
passage of ^* tasting death for every man,'* is also 
considered by the Editors, as a mere seal of God's 
covenant). 

Before I dismiss this text of 3criptur^, I must notice 
one other circumstance relating to it : the Apostle 
plainly describes the Messias as one " who knew no 
sin ;" but the present Editors will tell you he knew 
sin as well as others ; not indeed moral sin, but legal 
sin, which they would almost have us belieVe is the 
only sin the sacred writers ever intended to speak of. 
But their management in fixing the charge of le^al 
sin upon Christ, is most curious and most artmL 
Since the death of Christ must be regarded in any 
other light than that of a sacrificial atonement 

♦ In the Prayer of Neemias recorded in the ad Book of 
Maccabees, these two attributes of God are admirably brought 

together, Kv^u Kv^u o 0io$ o wa*ltn *ltr^i9 o poQ»^o^$ Kak layv^o:» ^W 

MMo<, ««i iAin^tfy, tcrribilis ct fortis, JUSTU§ ^\ MI9ER5r. 
C0R8. 
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Aey endeavour to make it appear, that it was I»« 
diq)ensiA)ly necessarf as a formsd coMeoration of 
liknto the ptiestly office. , Thn they think keasHy 
proved by the following passage, Heb. vii. 27, " who 
needeth not, as the H%h Pnests, da3y to offnr up 
sacrifice, first for his own sms, and then for those of 
Ae people, for this he did otice for all, when he 
oiFered up himself.** Thar comment is as follows ^ 
•* tbii he did^* i. e. offer up sacrifice, first for his 
own sins. But Christ in a moral sense was ^less. 
See ver. a6. and Ch, iv. 155 his sins therefore were 
merely ceremonial, that is, bdng a descendant of 
ihe House of Judah, ver.' 14, he was, as to the 
priesthood, in an unconsecrated state •; and as 
Aarcm was consecrated to his priestly office by the 
blood of animal sacrifices, so Christ was consecrated to 
his nobler office, " by the sacrifice of himself.** 

In the first place Christ was not called or conse-i 
crated according to the order of Aaron, but ac- 
cording to the order of Melchisedec ; see Hebrews, 

♦ Tliefe h no small cmbaixasmncnt in their account of Chriit't 
priesthood ; if he was duly consecrated to the prtesAood, cne 
would think he was a priest^ and yet in m note on Heb. x« 14. 
we are told^ on the authorityof Mr. Lindsey, that it was no 
real part of his chsuraeter. We are taught, befides, to believe, 
that nis consecration was an Aaronical consecration, and yet he 
was not a priest after the xn^der of Aaron, hut of Melchisedec. 
I rather wonder, that in order to be still more intelligible, they 
did not conclude with Dr. Priestley's final remark upon all th^e 

Eassages ; namely, that after all it is only bj way of Jigure that 
e can be said to be a priest at aU ; being tn reality no more a 
priest than he was a door> a vine, or any omer thing to which he 
was occasionally cooipared* 

As an antidote to such unaccQuitable soepttcismt I wedki ttm 
commend the perusal of Dr. Outram's ist and 2d Chs^ter of hit 
ad Book de Sacrificiis, as well as the coodufiion of his seventh Ch« 
de Intercessione Christi. 

•• 
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f&. 1 1, See also Ch. v. 4—11. Indeed the EciUtors 
fully admit this in th^ note on Chap, vii, 3^ 
Secondly, The particular form by which he wa$- 
Consecrated is so circumstantially delivered. Terser 
ao, ^i. that I cannot avoid believing, that ** the 
sacrifice ofhim^f** was not so necessary a part of 
that form. Thindly, this very form is again alluded 
to, ver. 28, to show, not how Christ was consecrated 
according to the ancient forms, but how he dtffired 
frcm the Aaronical priesthood, who had infirmity ^ and 
were consecrated " without an oath." Our High 
Priest on the contrary, being consecrated with an 
oath, and being " holy^ harmless^ undefiled^ separate 
fr$m sinners y^ ver. a 6. Fourthly, so rar from need-^ 
mg, as these Editors pretend, to sacrifice for his 
own sins, the Apostle says, he needeth not do sOp 
ver. 37 * : but for the sins cf the people^ he did 
*« offer up himself," tpuTra^, once. But if this 
should be thought to be an unwarrantable dividing 
of the text, and that there is still room to infer that 
Christ did offer for his own sins, in offering up him-r 
$e^ Grotius^s exposition must be in part rec^ved ^ 
IHusEiely, that by his own rins» could only be meant t 

♦ See Beza in loc. — [J^tUtus also, Kb. iv. c. 5. J 58. Patrick 
on Leyit. ix, 7. and an excellent note in Goadby's Bible on the 
same passage, Lond. fol. I7<S<. Some curious things* particularly: 
to the point « may be seen m a work of Rhemfermus^ entitled 
Comparatia Expiathnis AnniversarU Pont, Max. in V. T. cum 
untcd €t stemq Bxplationt J4jfu Chrhtt ; annexed to Sheringham'M 
Codex Joma. The particular points in which the Priesthood 
of our Saviour differed from the Aaronical Priesthood^ and wat 
on that accomit preferred by the Apostle to the Hebrews, are 
also ably summed up in the notes of Mares tus contra P'olidium^ 
lib. ill. c. I.] 

\ As t/Vi^ rt))> r^»'ir afco^rio^r, as applied to the Aaronical Priest^ 
included their families, it has here been supposed to relate t» 
Christ's own Apostles if see Johnson^ lojt 104. 

«♦ doloret 
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*< doIof€S 3Io8 qui solent peccatomm pcsnds esse, et 
quos Christus occasione edam peccatomm humani 
generis toleravit •,*' not any actual or personal sins, 
poral or ceremonial ; but the punishment of the sins 
of others, though in this he erred, as Whitby has 
shown ; but that he meant to discharge Christ from 
all imputation of personal impurity, moral or cere* 
monial, is evident from his rendering of «/xi«>to^, 
as applied to Christ, ver, a6. " Qui non tantum 
pollutus non fuerit illis contaminationibus externis 
de quibus agitur, L^vit. xxii. sed nee ullo vitio. 
Vid. Jac. i. 27. i Pet. i* 4. : '* see also Grotius on 
Rom. vi. lo. 

I have been obliged to nod<;e this misrepresenta^ 
tion of matters, because the Editors actuzdiy take 
upon them to assert, that Christ only offered up him« 
self for the sins of the worldi exactly as he cffered 

* That any actual contaminations oould be intended, is con* 
tradictory to Heb. jx. 14. where Christ is said to have offered 
himself ** tfotlets to God," mfAUfMt, which could not be the case^ 
if he had sms of his own to cover by this sacri^ce of hi? life ; 
kis beincr bom of any other tribe than that of Levi, might have 
Tendered him unfit for the Aaronical priesthood, but could 
have been no blot in his character as to the priesthood of the 
order of Melchisedec. Beza's Marginal Comment, on ver. ay* 
is as follows, *' Aliud argumentum, Levitici victimas repetitis vi« 
dbus, primum pro se, deinde pro populo offerebant. Christus 
lutem non pro se, sed pro aliis, non Victimas sed seipsum, non 
•aepe sed semel obtulit, neque id mirum (inquit) videri debet cum 
iUi sint infirmi> iste vero sit cum Jurejurando Fontifex aetemut 
gOHsecraituJ* It is a very remarkable expression of Philo, on 
Levit. iv. 3. "if the Priest that is anointed do sin,'* &c. The 
frtu High Priest, says Philo, he who is not falsely so called, is 
free from sin ; this High Priest, says he, in another place, is 
ifM A>0^ft>v,r, not a man, but Aoji? e«o» the divine WORD, freer 
from all Sins, he adds, voluntary and involuntary. See these 
citations in Bishop Kidder's Demonstration pf the M^ssiasi 
fart IlL p- 105, 
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ftp bmuelf for bis own sins^ that is, to consecrate be-» 
lievere, and bring them out of an unholy into a holy 
$tate ;~ and this they would have us believe is th^ 
utmost that is meant by our being " redeemed,*' a^ 
St. Peter expresses it, " with the precious blood of 
Christ as of a spptless and unblemished Lamb/' 
JVIany learned writers, I am aware, have regarded the 
Christian Sacrifice as, in one respect, an antitype <4 
the blood of priestly consecration, Exod. xxix, Leviti 
yiii. : but upon a very attentive perusal of the Epistie 
to the Hebrews, it appears to me to have been quite 
unnecessary to the consecration of Jesus Christ, and 
by no means to be insisted upon as such by the 
iijpostle. It is certainly true, that the proper terms 
of the Levitical consecration ?ire applied to our Savi-^ 
our in the Episde to the Hebrews, and ev^ to the 
sufferings of our Lord, Ch. ii. ver. lo. j but that very 
passage would lead me to a different interpretation 
of the word TcAcs»<r«i, for it was not merely in hi» 
sacerdotal character that he was thus perfected^ but 
as the Captain of our salvation ; and though these very 
sufferings did certainly qualify him for pur High 
priest with respect to the participation of our nature 
•which he took upon him. Ch. ii. ver. 17. yet it does 
not appear to have been necessary in the way of roa- 
' secration ; the very next verse indeed speaks of him, 
not as one of the sanctified, but as the sanctifier, 
which he became through the sacrifice and oblation 
of himself, in the way of expiation, and by which he 
purged our sins *. The Ram of consecration under 
the Law wa§ slain to sanctify the Levitical Priests, 

♦ When oj^r Saviour says, John xviii. 19, *^ And for their 
•akea 1 sanctify myself," the meajjing is, I dcrote myself as an^ 
9ff?W({* S^Wbithy,&c, 

hood, 
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hooAf and the bullock to make Atonement, as ambng^ 
the ceremonies of their consecration ; but the word ot 
the oath consecrated the Son for ever, who being a 
priest after the similitude of Melchisedec wa$ made, 
not after the Law of a carnal commandment, but afte:f 
the power of an endless Life, vii. 15, 16. 

It is unnecessary to dwell longer on this, because 
It still remains to be shewn, how the blood of Christ 
could be effectual even as a sacerdotal consecration, 
except as an expiatory offering, for the Aaronlcal 
consecration imdoubtedly consisted not only in gifts 
Imt in sacrifices for sin * ; it should be considered, 
that had Christ needed such a sacrifice in order to 
hit own consecration, he could not have expiated the 
fins of others, see Psalm xlix. 7., cited by Barrow, 
Tol. i. 466. and the Appendix to Mr. Sharp's Three 
Tracts on the Syntax and Pronunciation of the Hebrew. 
Tongue, p. 87 ; so that we need be aware how we 
surrender this point to the Unitarians, who are always 
upon the watch to take advantage of it. In the pre^ 
sent case^ cartainly the disqualification insisted upon 
is purely ceremonial, but it has the effect of turning „ 
cur views from the Expiatory nature of the Christian 
sacrifice. The consecration of Christ was in fact his 
spotless obedience, through which " being made per-^ 
feet,** ^or consecrated, for so the term rrxs ««fff«f 
hnplies,) « he became the Author of eternal salva- 
tion unto all that obey him ; named of God, an High 
Priest after the order of Melchisedec :" (Heb. v. 9, 
yo.) This includes the tvhole process ; the ^* naming 
0f God,** refers probably to the oath by which he 

* SucH tincbubte4ty wai the &vtT%m vffXii«f^v<. The oitly 
qncttion it whether tnit can be laid to hare been offered ioe 
his own consecration, or that a9 a High PrieH he offered ttttk 
for the fins of the worldt 

was 
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was fore-appointed in the decree of God, and hisk 
UQsinning and immaculate obedience consunmiated 
the, consecration, by enabling him to offer such a 
pure and unblemished atonement, as might be effec« 
lual to the proctirement of man's redemption. See 
Scott's Christian Li£^ and Outram de Consecratione 
Christi. That the Sacrifice of his blood might be 
effectual to the consecrattQn of believers, \ do not 
deny j but if so, it was, I conceive, solely in conse« 
quence of the immaculate offering of Christ's body 
ia the w^y of expiation and atonemait. Tliis gave 
ua pow^ to approach with confidence the throne 
of Clod's gn^e, through Christ our crucified Me* 
dtator and Redeemer. See Johnson's Unbloody 
Sacrifice^ Chap. ii. Sect. i. p. loi. Though I do 
not by any means agree with the Author just cited 
in all his argum^its, yet I am quite willing to 
allow that tlus fsicility of access to the Father 
^dthout smy other formal lustrations (Baptism per* 
baps excepted), is one erf the great privileges of 
the Christian Church, purchiused by the blood di 
Christ. 



pT* B« Itie Remarks that follow were, through necessity, 
in the case of the first Edition, fent to the Press 
in a very irregular manner. Some better arrange- 
ment has been at present attempted ; though, 
from the nature of the references, &c. it has been 
found impossible to reduce them conveniently to 
any exact order, or to print them otherwise dial 
as detacW pieces of CriticifioQiJ 
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D O X O L O Y. 



MATTHEW, vi. \y 

IHERE is certainly much evidence to be produced 
against it, but the testimony in its favour is strongs 
and particularly respedable. Porsm observes, that it 
is found in all the Greek MSS. except eight, in two 
of the oldest Latin copies ; in some MSS. of the 
Arabic and Persic ; in the SyriaCy the Armenian, the 
Gothic, and the Mtbiopic. See his Letters to Travis 4 
Wells refuses to reject it, and very judiciously includes 
it only in brackets as questionable ; reasons may be 
assigned for its omission in Origen, Gregory Nyssen, 
and Cyril, because they probably undertook only to 
expound the petitionary part of the prayer as part of 
the public Liturgies, while the Doxology was reserved 
for the Priest alone^ There is an internal evidence in 
its favour that deserves to be noticed. It is generally 
allowed that our Saviour composed his prayer from 
Jewish forms. Now in those forms the Doxology oc- 
curs. Twells, in his Critical Examination, supports its 
genuineness, particularly from the above circumstance, 
and Lightfoot, in his Hora Hebraica, dwells upon it, 
xemarkingy that the insertion of the Doxology in 
Matthew, and omission of it in Luke, seems to 
infer that the one was given as a public, the other 
as a private form of prayer ; and what he says of 
the Doxology applies also to the Amen ; in both 
cases indeed the Doxology was usually a part of 

their 
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their prayers^ but in public it was openly rehetr3e49 
in private, tacitey voce submisissimd ; his words ar^^ 
Habes ergo in Coronide (Doxologid) signum pubU4 
ususy ex amsonantia ejus ad Antiphonum in Tempio^ 
et privatiy ex consonantia ejus ad ejaculationem in 
precibus Phylactericis. Signum publici ustls in adjeo^ 
fioney Amen ; signum privati in^ ejus absentid ; signum 
utriusque in conformitate totius ad consuetudinem genti^ 
The Editors have certainly the authority of Mill and 
Griesbach for its rejection from the text ; but what 
applies to the Editors, applies to the latter also ; a 
total rejection seems scarcely justifiable in any instance. 
Twells and Whitby defend the passage against M//4 
and it may sdll be reasonably defended against Gries^ 
hacVs counter-authorities. Newcome very strangely 
omits it, without even a note of explanation. 



On the Term U^y^yntu 



JOHN, i. 14. 

I HAVE had occasion to make remarks before 
on the term lAoyoyivtu to ^ich the Editors objed. 
The note they have upon this passage I am induced 
to transcribe, in order to show, that their remarks 
are in no manner novel, but were in fact advanced 
and most circumstantially replied to, so long ago as 
in the year 1731. 

Chap. i. 15. As of the only Son."} Only-begotten 
N. This expression does not refar to any peculiar 
mode of derivation of existenccy but is used to express 
merely a higher degree of affection. It is applied to 

Isaac^ 
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itmKf Hd>. zL 17. dioog^ Afandiam had other tofts. 
The flame ^rord ia the Hebrew is trandated mdiffiar^ 
mttf^ / iW iy t tiK and mymw^er^. This word is api^ied to 
Qimt bf the E^aiigelttt Jubjn^ four times la the 
QospA^ and once in his Ifittk \ and by no other 
writer of the New TestamenL In die Ep^e to the 
Hebrews it unmesAmuMj sonifies bdoved» or meet 
Mo?ed; and m this sense it is used by Jolm^Ch^L 
14, i8. m. 16, i8.-i"i John, nr* 9* ; ^ He seems to 
nc^pt it," says Mr. lindsey, ** on alloccasbns^ where 
die othtf sacred writers would hare said ayienlK •* 
conqiare MatL iiL 17. zri* 5»«^Mark9 L ii. ix* 7. 
siL 6 .-^Lttke, iii« aa. ix. 35. See Cafpe^ ib. p. 94, 
mid Grv«wi in loc. 

This is the note of the Editors ^ (Dr. Carpento 
has a note to the same efiiect in his Letters to Mr* 
Veysie.) I shall now transcribe the renarks of Dr. 
Twellsy which happened to occur in his critical exa- 
mination of the new Text and Version of the New 
Testament which appeared 1729. 

" Upon John, L 14. the Annotator observes, that 
the word " ordy-begptten^*^ as hwe applied, conveys 
no idea to the mind, which is false ; for it naturally 
conveys to the mind an idea of a person^ who is the 
Sen of the father in a peetdiar sense. He further 
tells us, that the correspondent Hebrew word, Icbidy 
is r^dered by the LXX, oyoLi^riQi^ beloved^ mtimat* 

♦ [Of thrfe Editort^ I believe, it is generally aeknowledged 
and underftogd, that Mr. Belsham was the chief. But in a boolL 
of his own, published since the New Version, he goes a step 
nrtlier tkni Mr. Lindiey ; and tlie world may be nmch beiie«> 
fitted by his critical courage and conBdence: he takes upoa hia 
ta assure us, nut only that John probably used ^ovo^^*.; in the 
•ense of, or for »y«'»^»jV, but that the latter term does n9t occur 
in hit writings j but it happens to be fa m«ch otherwise, that it 
swtuatty occurs at least M«timtt. See Brit. Critic, voLiaw. 
99* »4 the third Editiba ^ K«bAp Hmlcy's. Traas, p. jF9^*1 
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ing that pot^oyey))?, John, i. 14* means no more than 
beloved^ and therdFore conveys no idea to the mind, 
of Chris f^ having a peculiar sonship ; but herein he 
is certainly mistaken. For though ay«T»(Io? literally 
signifies beloved^ yet when it is spoken of a S(w, it 
frequently or rather generally stands for enly-begotfen. 
For the truth of this, appeal may be made to Lexico*^ 
graphers and to Scholiasts. Suidas expoimds ayosirtiJof, 
by TO uxokoycvuf. Hesychius, who is the standard of 
Hellenistic language, gives /^owyfyuj as the prime 
equipollent expression to eeyAwmro;. Julius Pollux, 
lib. 3. c. 2. says, that an only son of his father or 
mother, is called vio^ myxTrnT^^ ; and that Hesiod calls 
an only daughter,^ ^vy»rnp etyotwnrft. Again; when 
Homer calls Astyanax, the son of Hector, ExroptJuy 
ayairnloy, II. z. ver.401, the Scholiast explains ayaTrifJov 
by [Aovoytvn. Xenophon and Plutarch so use the ^ord; 
and Aristotle, Rhet. i. ventures to call the one eye of 
a person, o^flaA/utov ayaviiJov. Hence also probably 
it was, that the Latin Version used by Cyprian, 
1. 3. Test. c. 15. gives us Unicum, for ayKtrfHoy of the 
LXX. Gen. xxii. 2. For so they there render Ichid, 
though our Author erroneously gives us xyocw^ov in 
that place, as the rendering of Aquila, who really 
translates Ichid, fAoyoyiyn, as Symmacbus does i^ovov. 
He concludes his observation thus: ** These two 
dgmfications are promiscuously used by the Jewish 
and Greek writers. But though Greek writers ex- 
press only or only-begotten by beloved^ as has been 
abundantly shown : yet that either Ichid in Hebrew, 
or juokoyiync in Greek, ever stands merely for beloved^ 
no proof has yet been given. Grotius^s instances in 
Isaac and Solomon are short of the purpose ;, for Laac 
was the only son of Abraham by Sarah j and Solomon, 
Prov. iv. 3. is said to be Ichid,LXX. ttyawtafAtm, of his 
mother, not of bis father, and he was really Bath- 

N sbeba'^ 
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I €Im)n. jtxix. I. where" Grotiur supposes Damt 
adlsf Solo/Aon his only sbn, there the Hebrew is A^had^ ' 
Utot kbid. But the LXX never r^der Athad /awjx 
dr /Uwoytvnf ; and here it has rather the farce o# 
ff a«f fTof, preferably to all the rest* The Syriac ant* 
-^r^^ V^rdoBES express Achad to the some effect^ 
and our owi^ V^f^^n supposes such a sense. We 
have therefore ^eieson to believe, that when Su John: 
<SaHs Cbrist fte Mty begotten of the Father, he de-* 
signed tc^ eonvey to the minds of his readet^ an ideas^ 
of the Son's original ; that he was the Son of Godi 
in a peculiar sense, i^turally, and therefore etemalif 
begotten. Grotim was so Htde satisfied with the 
Omef account of <his expression, giv«i in the mM 
lt& the only one^ that he thinks ours may also be 
2idded tty it ^ he contends that Christ is rightly called 
fi9voyii^fit^ both because he is the Father's beft be* 
Ibved Son, and also because he proceeded from Win 
after a pecidiar manner." 

1 have thought this long note worth transcribing, 
not only as a Mt and circumstantial reply to thel 
stnnotadon of the Editors, but as a proof, that there 
H nothing new ifi theh- objections. Leigh's Crifi&t 
SticfOj under the term oya^rtfl*?, is quke as smmg to 
t!he pui'pofe, and thkt carries us. lick t© the y^r 
i646 $ sb that, In fact^ 164 years ago, we may con^ 
dude, that no ti'oly tesiriled man cc^uld have vemured 
to publi^ii ^ucb 21 note, a^ the Editors hzre now ^vca 
us ilpoii John^ i. 14. as though it were quite a neW 
discovery in criticisfti, iPc^t thought df (except per*- 
haps by Grotim^ who denies the 'mSettssict they wwU 
draw from it,) ifiM Mr. Lindsey and Mr. Cappe, in 
out own days^ hs^ppily hit upc^ it. It i^ the more 
necessary to dweU updn this, bet^^we the present 
;|£(fitors deny, or at leaet show tbemseiveft disponed 

tQ 
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to deny, not only the ante-mundane filiation of the 
Logos, but his miraculous conception. Doubts have 
heretofore arisen among learned Trinitarians them- 
selves, whether juoyoyEknc applies in thi» place to the 
divinity or humanity of the Son ; but as to the peculi- 
arity and singularity of his origin, in either sense they 
are perfectly agreed. Bi^hopi BuiP^ vth chapter of 
his Judicium Eules. Cathol. upon this 
the attention of every Theologian, 
the term to his humanity, as Dr, C 
ticed ; wf wtotoxo? is another termi tl 
as applied to our Saviour is also c 
presented, as I have had occasion to 
See Brit. Crit, vol, xvHi. 625. 

After all that has been said upon the other term of 

£ovoyiv»if, the Editors themselves advance a reason, 
om Mr. Lindsey, why St. John might ?ictually have 
used the term, and specially selected it, to express 
the sense of " only-begotten^^* in preference to ". most 
beloved.*^ See Mr. RennelFs Animadversions, p. 72. 



JOHN, xviL II. 

*Ov? iii^Ko^ lAoi. The Editors adopt the reading f 
instead qf *Ouc, for which anendation there are ua- 
doubtedty abundant and great authorities ; yet Ae 
Gonvpaon reading is evidently the most plain and 
kt^lligible. If, however^ 5 be preferable, it is rather 
a' point gained than lost to the orthodox. The 
avofA» T» 0{«, given to Christ by God^ is a tenn of 
pecuKoF import, and must needs include attributes of 
theAoiighty, wholly incommunicable to any finite 
^eing ; if « be die true reading, it tends to esplaift 
3 J(Abj 6, ^7. 
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CONVICTION OF THOMAS. 



JOHN, XX. 28. 

THE behaviour of Thomas, after the resurreftion 
of our Saviour, has been so continually discussed by 
both parties, without coming to an agreement, that 
perhaps it never will be settled to their mutual satis- 
faction ; as much as one side contends for his ex« 
pressions being a formal confession, the other insists 
upon thdr bmg no more than an exclamation: 
the present Editors of course support the latter opi- 
nion, though the context certainly helps to explain it 
otherwise 5 first, in that his words are declared to 
be spoken in answer to Christ ; and, secondly, inas- 
much as our Saviour*s own rejoinder implies, that it 
was a confession of faith. ** Jesus saith unto him, 
Because thou hast seen me^ thou hast believed/' The 
Editors have but a very short note upon it, it is as 
follows : " these words are usually understood as a 
confession/' Beza says, that they are an exclama* 
tion, q» d. " My ^ord, and my God, how great is 
thy power!" Ep)ies. i. 19, 20. Whitby's Last 
Thoughts, 2d Edit. p. 78. Newcome, Here seem to 
be three authorities of no small repute, for r^ard- 
ing it as an exclamation. Dr. Whitby's First Thoughts 
are strongly in favour of the confession^ if his Second 
Thoughts are against it; and as to his reference to 
Beza, I must have leave to lengthen the note a little 
for them : it is exceedingly true, that Beza says it is 
an exclamation, and therefore he corrects the vul- 
gate^ and renders it in the vocative << Domine mi 

et 
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etDeus mi;'* but observing that the context expressly 
says, they were spoken »\!\tpf to H/m, that is, Christy 
he says, " Haec igitur verba quae sequuntur non sunt 
tantum Admirantis Thomse, ut bunc locum eludebant 
Nestorianiy sed ipsum ilium Jesum ut verum Deum ac 
Dominum suum compellantis. Male igitur vulgate 
interpretatur hunc locum, recto casu Domintis meus et 
Deus metis ; nee alius est locus in his libris expres- 
aor, de Christo, ut VERO DEO invocando/' This 
is what I find in Beza concerning this exclamation. 
It was, he says, non tantum, not merely an exclama- 
tion, but an actual address of Thomas to Jesus, calU 
ing him both his Lord and his God ; an indisputable 
precedent for the invoking Christ, " ut Deus verus,^ 
as the true God* I shall venture to lay it down as a 
rule for all readers of this New Version to examine 
the references. I have had occasion to notice this 
before in resped to the references made to Dr. 
Lardner, and this to Beza is somewhat of the same 
nature. The learned Primate, whom they make their 
model, is often made to bear dired testimony against 
himself ; some instances of which I have pointed out. 



• ROMANS, ix. 5. 

THIS passage demands a particular consideration. 
I was not surprised to see how the Editors have 
rendered it, " Who are Israelites? whose is the 
Adoption, and the Glory, and the Covenants, and 
the giving of the Law, and the service of the 
Temple, and the Promises ? whose are the Fathers, 
and of whom, by NATURAL DESCENT, Christ 
c^me. God, who is over all, be blessed for ever." 

The first thing I shall objed to is the rendering to 

xarop a^pxop by natural descent. It must, to be sure, 

N 3 . mean 
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mean by natural descent in some ^esfieft, that Is, in 
i-egard to the derivation of his himiiaiity. But 'had 
Ihis human nature been altogether according to the 
comnwn course of tlungs, to xara trapxa woidd^have 
been not only useless *, but in my estimation, totally 
ridiculous. To Har* ^wr«* would sufely have been 
the more regular expression for the hatural descent 
of Jesus, as we may see by referring to Gal. ii. 15, 
-Rom. xi. 24. There are indeed, -I will admit, 
several {passages, in which x«ra o-opxa may be ^d 
to imply natural descent ; but if I concede this, I 
must insist upon the oppositidn which in ^e same 
texts is generally expressed or in][plied. Bhniael, in 
•Galarians, iv. 23, is undoubtedly said to be bom of 
the bond-woman, Minr9(, o-afk«, after the flesh, or in- 
deed according to the common bourse of nature, 
but Isaac, who came by promise, not so ; his bitth 
was miraculous and S^a Tti? eir»yXtX%»^ out of 'the 
ordinary course of nature, and merely by virtue bf 
the promise made to-Abrdiiaiti : so that if xxtu tfApiiot 
means biy natural dedc^it in this place, it is; in the 
way of contrast, and so I think it is imdoubtedly 
used in Rom. ix. 5. t j nor can I conceive it to be 

* See Lactantius on this. Lib. iv. § 13^ and Joshua AUen^t 
Sermons, 1751. . . 

f It is used so aho,'Ch. i. 3, and even in ver. 3, of this very 
Chapter) ^. Pa^l eWdently alludii^ td a spifittiil brother- 
Tiood and connection with the Gentile converts. The artide 
4ii,8ertdcl, ver. 5, gives 'force to the expreffion, as Beza observes, 
**< Vite 'Rabet exclpiendi ^terain hitiiram diVihaiii videHcet 
qnam postea ^des^ribit." 'GroMtre'« bote -also k^ to the ptir- 
.pose, *< Non secundum rt e»»v qupd in j^Tso, sed secundum •*• 
Av^^wiwu^ I'his was wi^-itten before <he publication of Dr. 
Carpenter's Lettets in reply to lilr, Veysie, who refers us, 
:|>. 145, to Ter. 3. to show' that ti itxrot' tTa^ita diili nia ittfcr two- 
nattEres. I see no oocaeion 'to -vairy my remarks. 'Thcjr wt 
fbready as applic^k to Dr.:C.*s obj^oni as I -could desire 

used 
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wed rotbewise;; th^e h no39QQ|K!pn?ferritj; k m^ 
f^vepiharve.pfiiend^tlw^ejlws who wer^e indtiojed.tp 
«wly the types ?uid allegpries of the Old sTeatament, 
and cerainly must have operated against the caUiAg 
pf ti^e <Jetttiles, St. Pa^t^rs ,g5e^t objiM:t ^u^ conwnis- 
gi$^. Th^ wne wriijer who co?4d alkge agaiwt 
fchma^i^ that ^psy .dI^^mat5^ce pi .Ws t)dng bom 
^9^70. fr^m, asa r^j^n for ]m b^g fiet a«id^ and 
rile j>f 0ter^ce ^ven to the Child of ProaM9i^, coul^ 
ii?ftirqely .v^^ to fix ths^t »very i;qproach upm time 
S^yfe^r ;tf »the T¥orJi4 who was ip his estimatioii the 
v.^Tj fAfltitype of ;thM Jewish AU^piry, in hein^ 
t)Oi|i, not HfHot <r»/)w merely, or in (he ordinary 
course of nature, but by promise and prophecy ai^ 
miragl^ .us ;Isaac .was. When we consider ; these 
tbi^gs^ (iwbich shmldie €msidsr€d^\x&iyft:pce^ma& 
tp scru^nise Paul's particular 9€Qtiments,) w^ cannot 
for a moment hesiute to give tl^t focce to:the v$ 
K^a4?fl5/»aic(f the Apps^. and to tepxA it as b(»dng 
^n^iswpdiirte.and particular ireferflace to a. different 
desert m^ ano^er. wture. 

And if this be its meaning, something must iieeds 
be expected to follow ; if he was of the raceof 'kiael, 
" ^ux;ording to the. flesh/' (for as for the terms natu- 
re, descent, they are in a most frivolous ^maimer 
«\a$ive,) a question naturally anses, .what was j>^ 
^? iWhat>wasihe,;^/ accardh^ to the ft^ f The 
£ditqj:$ talk of climaxes ; a r^dar ascauling.dimait 
99!puld expressly require ^uch ;aQ addition :a3 tihe 
jg^^tle n^^. << \Whq3e .are the iatheis, ;and oof 
whom, according to the Fl^h, Christ came.'* Here 
istnai^limAx^ ramer a bathos or sinking ; he potlld 
nofbe^bettCT or greater than Abraham pr Isaac, by 
'^Jl^fbfy or^^in^^xa^ Jo in^t so .particulai^ly upon it; 
WQW(i.bave i$ndi«ed the mattar more mamad ,wd 
certain ; but there is a ma^nficentriee^in'^ climas 

N 4 when 
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when we come to read that this Christ, who came of 
the fathers according to the flesh, was indeed and in 
reality 0«of iMX^ynr^q * uq t*^ A^ma^y GOD blessed 
for ever } 

We must despair of ever being able to settle the 
sense of this passage, to the satisfaction of Socinians 
and Unitarians, because they take refuge in so many 
alterations and conjectural emendations. With some, 
01 Of must be expunged upon no better authority than 
an accidental omission on the part of St. Cyprian 
and St. Hilary, or a bare probability that Chrysostom 
read it otherwise. If this should not be sufficient to 
help them, the passage must be differently pointed 5 
and if this will not do, i dv must be changed to 
tip 0, and the accents altered : with such liberties as 
these, they may make any thing surely of any pas- 
sage. It is fit, however, that such alterations should 
be duly examined. As for the omission of Gco^, 
Grotius, to whom they refer, certainly does ob- 
serve, that Erasmus had remarked that Cyprian, 
Hilary, and Chrysostom appear to have read it <ay 
iwi wcciluv fuXoytflof ik raf Awva?. He also telte US, 
that " ex Syro apparet veteres Codices ita habuisse,*^ 
in which he was wrong, as Le Clerc acknowledges, 
•* Hugo Grotius iis addit Syrum Interpretem, qua in 
re fallitur.*' He would have done better too, had he 
not trusted so much to Erasmus on the other points j 
for Beza has shown, that if Btcg is omitted by Cy-^ 
prian, lib. advers. Judseos, cap. 5. and by Hilary in 
his citation of Psalm xii. 2, it must have happened 

* Newcdme thus paraphrases the text, adding authorittes for 
every term at applied to ChrUt, *' "v^hose ancestors were the 
Patriarchs; and of whom, as to his human lineage^ Christ 11 
4esGended, who h over ally [Ephes. i. 22, 23. Phil. ii. 9. 
Matth. xxviii. i8,] Cod [MaUh. i. 23^ Hek i$ 8. John, i. i.'\ 
Uessedfor evgr$ [Ret. T. 12, 13.] 

** librari« 
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<* librariorum vitio/* the thing speaking for itself, 
<* ctrni utrobique citetur ob hoc ipsum hie locus, 
at probetur DEI Nomen Christo veri et propri^ 
competere :'' and he adds with good reason, that 
even supposing it is omitted in their writings^ *< satis 
expressa sit Dei naturse explicatio cum Dicitur, i dp 
tin wetrrmj. qui est supra onmes *.** As to Chrysos- 
tom, Griesbach as well as Grotius is cited for bU 
omissions. It appears (this is all the Editors venturef 
to say) to have been wanting in Chrysostom's and 
some other ancient copies ; " some other** no doubt, 
refers to Grotius's enumeration of Cyprian and 
Hilary, and the Syriac Version; but what Gries- 
bach says of Chrysostom does by no means amoimt 
to any authority for the omission : his words are, 
«• Chrys. ad. h. 1. post xaT« o-ajxa, praterit Verba, 
passes over the words, <af tin wotvruy Oco^, et statim 
progreditur, &e. How could he pass over or pass 
by these words, if they were not in his copy ? but 
Griesbach adds, not by way surely of approving the 
omission ; " Sed in Textu et alibi leguntur ista ;'* 
he might well say alibi, for it is to be found as we 
read it in all the Versions, not excepting the Syriac t, 
and has the consa^t of most of the ancient Fathers^ 
NOT EXCEPTING CHRYSOSTOM! who in his 

* See also Pearson ob the Greedy fol« Ediu p« IJ2« — [and 
Randolph*^ Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trimtyt part u* 
where, after excusing Erasmus and Grotuts for their mistakes, he 
confesses he could find no excuse for Dr. Clarle, who talks of 
immy MSS. that .want the word Gta } whereas, according to 
Mill and. Kuster^ it it in every MS., every version, and every 
citation.] 

t [ ^ Non tantum Codd. omnino nuUi oniittunt eie^f fed 
aeque ipfa Syria^a Versio ; Verbo dicam Xiectionem hanc prx^i 
ferunt MSS. onmes. Milk in loc. See also Waferlan^s vitb 
Semen at the Lady Moyer^s Ledure.] 

Tth 
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n.^1. Bark £4it. 1636, ^o^ Hom^ 3^ in ciyp. i. 

Ejwaog.Joban. cites the very words ^uppoml to be 
eQMtted.iu bis eppy, andf^vea ackiiio>vle4ges tfajitCbriist 
^nasGOD <:)¥£& ALL. 

As for iheir lattempt to ^pomt the pas9^e ^$0 Ikft 
t0 ^«ef ve their purpose^i, ( a method lErasrous Ji^d 
lecounse 4q, but very jclumsily, as Whitby .h9» 
shown,;) iwe shall dte (gainst them, Dr.Pjriesd^, 
Aeir igreat >f JWQurke. He, by assort of ov^^sightf io 
: drfffiidiiag the ^^ery p^use adof^d by th^ iEditor«» 
who put .a colon afta: the word ^* catm^** .obsei'^fcs, 
that ^ aiaoe no ancient mani^scripts sure ppioj^, 
all the pdntiQgs have been made and the difiefWt 
oeotencfis distinguished, as fMiHe m^xa ihaive thmight 
the b^t «ense required/* vThis leav.es jthe qi^ticm 
ym "where it was ; some fallible ja^ have |mt .a 
comma after " camcy^ aad other faHi^e [men ibave 
|mt avcolen; which of the^Jhavetshpwn themselvw 
vmsx. fallible^ still remains to be decided- .Sodaus 
rq'ects the colon, and men must be very £tlltble in« 
d«ed tto be aa^fied with so imperfect a descii^oQ 
of mattery, <as this sentence contains, if we are to 
^op at "came;'* they m^st jfirst «ufer iheiwielves 
to .be deluded .into astroi^gisuspieionid^Xlhiist had 
some origin different from his fleshly descent from 
the JEatriarch§, and after all;be.cont^U: i6 be put 
dff'^th '^an ccphonema instead of ^uiex|^anation. 
Ibrllet'themallege^whatirhey will rto the contrarj, to 
xi1«.flca/^« certainly carries on jowrview to fSoroe^pther 
difi&ic^n *• 

'*'See the objections to rtKs corrected -punctufttipn •,in,.!;be, 
Eclectic Review, vol. v^p.ssi. and t^crexcelleot.regiMhs JA.tbe 
faune pkce on the conjectum cmpwiarign «f m J* 

But 
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^t aipposkig the jMkiise bofwected -fnMi It comma 
(o a cdloli; aite -we to trust ^ their assertiolis, 
'that " Uod who ^is ova: all, be bles^ for ever,*' 
*«.e|^ually 'well ^Buits 'the eonsltuotion/' <Soemii8 
thought otherwise, and rejected the coldb ondiis 
vei^ account) he judged it to be quite omusual and 
'Umiatusal, and to it seen^; ^^ God or the iLoid 
>be ble^ed for ever and ever/' is not itself an >un- 
iumial eiq)red^ti in Scrii^tute >at all; it occius ire- 
qfuently^ 4md ahmost uniformly in lihe fdlowing 

TOrm, 'EuAayilToSg ^ '^h %ai tJAtruj'— ^-EuXtfyirrof .Kvpi«c i 

-a#r*— ®Mf always has ^e article prefixed, and far 

^the ij^ost part foHbws E\)9^9ynr9%. That die latter 

dau8e>df the verte should be ^separated from the 

^esx^ ^eems die last re6ige of Unitarians, fif o m 

his the force of oc m^ ^ whole differs scarcely at 

all item Rom. i. 25; and that it has this force has 

"EotonlylKlene^pressly maintained by cridcs, but may 

be said to be fkiUy admhted by the Editoiss, not only 

^^tbek* (>wn rendering of this very paissage, but m 

John,' t« 18. a, Cor. xi. 31. ; and as to the punctiBi- 

-tion'of 'the dause itself, it sai^t safely be asserted 

-tbat rrt -ip$Bilw ^ne would be ^eufficialt to establish 

the:!pieiiit of 'Chiist^s idivinityi; (tee Fearsan^ foL 

cA. ^as c)x^.u 05. where the latter is plainly ipo^ 
^(Sotted df the Creatort and the cdn^uodon is so 
^ttBukkr ^« 

The 

* That the iatkors though tlieTseMe 09mplete witiwut tie 
woidn £«Xty97o( IK T»c «(»ya^ 18 erident from their manner of 
'dting tlie|>at8a^. AthanaSius bmlts them ;' he says, Paul thus 
writes in his £pi& to the Romans, m 01 n«Ifff(, leM «£ vy t Xptr^c 
^^■akfr«flM»4^ivi'II«ylMp'ei<)«.. TFheodoret^ oaee jcstes in die 
jame-ntfaner. ^phmius ^dito ' Adyets. *H«rete8> and Qregtmf 
Kyssen. Other Others insert it at length, jm> that it seems to 
luTc been a matter of indifference whether a pause fliould be made 

at 
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The Editors assure the public, that it is proba« 
ble the early Christian writei^ imderstood the words 
as they render them, because they do not apply 
them to Christ, but pronounce it to be rashness 
and impiety to say, " that Christ was God over 
all/* What early Christian writers the Editors 
mean, I know not ; one of their favourite commen- 
tators, Mr. Jones, in his Analysis of the Epistle to 
the Romans, says, " Had the original stood as it 
now does, the early fathers would have cited this 
clause in proof of the divinity of Christ. But nei- 
ther Justin, (/ believe) nor Irenaeus, nor TertuUian 
has quoted it with this view.*' Irenaeus, in the 
xviiith chap, of his third Book, expressly quotes 
it in proof of our Saviour being the son of God, 
as well as the son of man, ^^ FUius Dei, filius ho- 
minis FACTUS ; Primogenitus in onrni Conditione, 
de semine David secimdum Camem, {but} Emmanuel^ 
non tanti^m hominem." Whether Irenaeus under- 
stood the full force of the term Emmanuel, must be 
left to the reader. In our estimation this alone is 
proof enough of his divinity. But Tertullian, in his 
Treatise against Praxeas, so far from pronouncing 
it to be rashness and impiety, to say that Christ was 
God over all, happens, contrary also to Mr. Jones's 
' fency and belief, to declare most expressly, that he 
thinks it no rashness or impiety to say, that Christ 
was God over all, because the Apostle had so asserted 
in proper terms ; his words are, " Apostolum sequor, 
ut si pariter nominandi fu^rint pater et filius, Deum 
Patrem appellem, et J. Christum Dominum nomi- 
nem. Solum autem Christum potero DEUM di- 
al etoc, or the sentence completed. The Editors make the very 
•amc break in the note—** of whom was Chrift, of whom wi^ 
God who is over «1L" 

cer^ 
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cere» stent idem Apostolus (Rom. ix.) £x quibus 
Christus qui est^ (inquit) Deus super omnia ben^ctus 
in aevum omne." By how many others of the an- 
cient fathers the passage is cited as it stands in our 
copies, may be seen in Whitby, or Bishop Bull's De- 
fens, Fid* Nic. Ch. 5. Sect. 11. § 3, and in Words- 
worth's Letters to Granville Sharp, the reader will 
find the following citations at length, one from 
Athanaaus, Vol. ii. i. p. 14. ; one from Theodoret, 
pp. 31, 32 ; one from Epiphanius, p. 70 ; four from 
Gregory Nyssen, 73, 74, 75 ; and one from Cyrill 
of Alexandria, p. 83. 

We have still to notice the proposed emendation 
of readkig dv i for m^ of whom was God,'* instead 
of " who is God." This is stated in the notes 
to be a very plausible conjecture, of Crellius, Slich- 
tingius, Whitby and Taylor ; plausible conjectures 
as to what might have been written, are strong evi- 
daices of a peculiar feeling in regard to what is 
written * ; where the sense is incomplete, or contra- 
dictory, or unintelligible, plausible conjeftures de- 

♦ ** Who does not perceive," says the learned Reviewer in the 
Eclectic Review, <* that the conjectural criticism of an interested 
party, in his own cause, and in defiance of pofitive evidence, is 
little better than subornation of testimony in a- court of law V* 
As these Remarks were written lon^ before I had an opportunity 
of seeing the very able Review re&rred to, the coinadence of 
our sentiments must surely imply, that the conclusion we have 
both drawn from the fame premises is too glaringly^ obvious to be 
mistaken or overlooked. [The Editors oPthe Improved Version 
are pleased to mention CnlUus not only among the Authorities for 
the reading of w « or o vv, but as the principal proposer of it ; 
Crellius is a dangerous author for the Unitarians to ate, because 
we know that he lived to retract his opinions; but as to this par- 
ticular passage, it is upon record that he did not agree to the 
alterations proposed by his party, but understood -it as spoken of 
Christ ; no E^phonma, nor to be pointed as Erasmus proposed. 
See Maresius contra Folislium, lib.i. c. 23*2 

serve 
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serve to ba listened to; but vrhjsre the sense zpy 
peara complee^ where it is even iUustratiire of what 
precedes, 2nd where it is efficiently perspicuous^ 
plausife^e conjectures as to a diffierenc reaiHng cast 
only tend to confound matters. Had our MSS:»^ 
and Versions supported the reading whieh the £(& 
tors a|^)rove9 (m i s^i^ votwfwf h* r. A.^ what am ovAcry 
would have been raised against any plausible con-> 
jecture on the part of a Trinitarian^ that peihi^ 
the true reading ought tx> he I ctu. But it seems 
this would cosapkte the ctima^» SJtu i ukoita-uty Dol 
01 irxnpsf^ flv Xptro?) Hv Geo; • ^ Of whom was the 
adoption, of whom were the &thars, of whom was 
Christ, of whom was God who is over all/* Nov 
it it Kkely (add the Editors), when the Aposde waft 
prolessedly sunmiing \tp the pmfleges of the Jews,, 
that he should hare overlooked the great privi«L 
I^e which was their chief boas^ that *^ God waft 
in a peculiar sense their God.^ if Christ Axaere God, 
dtis great pivilege was not overlooked in stating 
1^ to be so, and as we have shown before, noe 
thing could be more magnificendy complete than 
ijie winding up of the climax, wim the incarnation 
of the Saviour of the world. Besides, if Christ 
was the M^a. Qta^ which appeared to tlxe Fam* 
arch^ the visible Jehovah which appeared to Mosea 
on Moimt Sinai, as we have also endeavoured to 
show, he was particularly the God and King of 
Israel^ and the glory of bis people. So th^ tOr 
pretend that this privilege fe overlooked by ren4a% 
ing it as the received text has it, is a Petitio PrincipH^ 
and like all their other remarks, leaves the main 

auesdon totally undecided* But ^* it is not Ukely,'' 
ley would have us believe, ^ that the Aposde 
would pass over th%t great privilege of the Jews^ 
" that Qod was in a peculiar isws^ th^ God/^ 

But 
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But unfortunately for their argument, nothing could 
be more likely^ if we are to believe St. Paul him- 
self. The whole drift and purport of his Epistle 
u to bveat dsamk lihis disdnctioa, to indncef du 
Jews to receive the Gentiles into fellowship, and, 
not to reject Christ, through any prejudices to the 
contr^^ Tlliff h no^ piausibk im^ctuu ta kelp 
w out of a ^yfficulty^ it is plainly written, and 
needs^ no^ t:rail^>o8idon of word^ or partklesi. *^ U 
He the G^ of the Jem onfy? i» He not alsa of 
the Gentiles?' Yes, oi the Gentiles* aka Seeii^ it 
k cfhe God who' will justify the circtmidsioa hf 
faith, and th« imcircumcmofi through faith,^ cfaaip* 
Si. 29, 30. That the true God was the God of the 
Jew^, had beai previously aod sufficiently implied 
hx the terms eJv if vtviio-iA ; the reading proposed 
therefore would not only have been unnecescaryv 
but It mere matter of tautology, had it been sa 
pectlBaf ly the object of the Apostle to magnify this 

Sivifege of the lews^ whereas, to show that the 
essiaS of the Jews, was, indeed, J w «r» IIANTiZNI 
e^c, completes the climax in favour of the Gen* 
tiles, and udmirably expresses the £9eliiig» of tha 
Apostle *. 

* D#. lAddkto^'^ Work oa the Gitek Article ihonld bo 
consilltadf on thi« ptwage | a»d I beg leave We to fetura nf, 
tlianka to the Reverend Francis Huisn, of Clistbydon, DeYoo* 
•hire, for some references and remarks on it, communicated by 
letter. [See on the passage itself, MichaeRi*^ opinion in Professor 
Marsh' % Letter to the Oondador of the Critiad Review, x8iq, 
W6t6 B.J 
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Invocation of Christ, and Prayer addressed to 

Him. 

WE might naturally expect to find some varia- 
tion in the rendering of those passages, in which* 
according to the received text, prayer and invoca- 
tion appear to have been addressed to Christ. The 
phrase firtxaXs/tAevoi ro c¥Ofjt,» X^ trs, I Cor. i. is of 
course rendered passively; but they appear to be 
not so .particular about iwixotXsiJLtyoi my ILofiov^ 2 Tim» 
ii. 22 ; or c?rm«X2r/Acifoi ttUT«y, Rom. X. 12. : it seems 
th^efore, that the question does not depend on 
this term ; but that they are agreed that it may 
be applied actively ; that it may signify calling upon 
the name of Christy as well as calling upon the 
Lord, &c. I have often had occasion to observe^ 
that the criticisms of these translators all tend to 
unsettle things and to settle nothing. In the first 
CIuq)ter, ver. a, of St. Paul's firfl Epistle to the 

Corinthians, tok c^nxAAs/ACVoic ro ovo/a« r^ Kupi» ii/A^y 
Iii<r« Xf »r», is inevitably to be rendered, " to all, &c. 
that are called by the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ *.** And in Acts, xxii. 16. where Ananias is 
described as exhorting Paul ^^ to arise and be bap- 
tised,'' c7n]C06X£(r«/x£i/o; to ovoiun r* Kuf (ir, we must read 

* To be called by the name of the Lord, or of any person, 
is not an uncommon phrase with the sacred writers, either of 
the Old or New Testament. In the former, the LXXII ex- 
press it thus, as in Deut. xxviii. lo. and other places ; t« o^fdM rtf 
iViKtKXnTM to' iiJkxi I in the New Testament we have the following 
instances; Luke, i. 61 • o; xaXttiat t» ef«fA«7» twV— Acts, xv. 17. 

1^' tiq tmtUMXriTeu TO orof^ fUf.— ^James, li. 7. T« iMtXov ovofM, fsrix^nOfV 

t^' vfAMc CSee^ upon this, RMndolph on the Worship of the Son 
and Holy Ghoit in reply to Lindsey, 78— 86.J 

it, 
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it, it seems, ^* taking upon thyself his name ;*' yet 

in Rom. %• Ver. 12. vailetg rar? iwiKxXufAivs^ uClov Vi 

rendered, all who call upon him, and ver. 13. w»i 

yao og oty iTFiKxKstr^ren to oyofjux Kv^i<;, IS allow^ tO Sig« 
nify, " for whosoever shall call on the name of 
die Lord," and rightly oidugh cotainly, for so the 
very same words signify in the sq)tuagint translation 
of Joel, ii. 3 a. to which the Apostle is supposed to 
have expressly referred. The feet is, to tiiose who 
conceive our Saviour may be, and was, in those 
days, invoked publicly, in jMayer, no difficulty cart 
occur; but to those who are unwilling to admit 
this, much pains need be taken to get feirly rid 
of many plain passages of Scripture. In the account 
given in the Acts of the Apostles, daip. ix. of 
St. Paul's conversbn, it is twice said of that holy 
Apostle that he was a persecutor of all those 
who " called on the name of Jesus,** ra? imKt^XHfMeyHf 
TO oif^/Aft JFBy ver. 14. and again, r»; ftrtH^XHiAouovc 
TO cvofjuit T«Td, ver. 21. One would imagine that these 
passages must be rendered so, because the same' 
writer is the very person . who tells us, that so for 
from bang then called by the name of Christ, hia 
disciples ware actually ^rst called so at Antioch *, 

some 

* A learned writer in the Monthly Repository admits this, but 
would render the passage, '* all who are caUed Disciples o{ 
Christ :" but we must know that for the disciples of Chmt, either 
generally or particularly, there is another term in Greek, «o 
constantly used aa to preclude the probability of such a peri* 
phrasis : but we are indeed oddly referred to A^, i)i, to prove 
that Lttii would have so described the9i, for that 7ra»Uf ruq 
tvuMpiki^vtif ro onfMc <r», ver. 14* must be synonymQU^ to me f4>aj* 
M<^i TV K.«fi!^, ver. 2. whereas if the ene is Ulustrat^T^ of the 
other, we might fairly adduce ver. 14. as a proof, that the 
Pisciples of Christ did call on the name of Christ, and tlidt the 
tytlonyme must have consisted in the custom by wbi(;h his difei'» 
plea were distinguished: a fact is assumed in this cafe also, 

O which 
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some time subsequent to St Paul's conversion ; see 
Chap. xi. 26. The present Editors, however, are 
aot alarmed at any anachronisms of this kind ; de- 
serting Newcome^ they render both the passages 
above in the technical phrase of thar own systematic 
theology^ viz. " all who are called by thy name,'* 
ver. 14. and ver. 21. " those who call themselves 
after this nadie, &c.** and yet in Chap. vii. 59, 
they acknowledge that Stephen the Protomartyr 
died, " invoking** Jesus *, «r*xfltA«/ufkoi^ x(x» x^yola Ku^i* 
Inry, &c. These inconsistencies show the embarrass- - 
mait they are under, and how difBcuk it is, in 
superseding the technical phrases of one system, 
to reduce the original terms of Scripture to an 
exact agreement with those of another. 

But It must seem strange that persons, so jealous of 
allowing that the first disciples and converts to Chris- 
tianity ever called upon the name of the Lord Jesus 
Christ as St. Paul is supposed to declare in the plainest 
terms, should yet not scruple to allow that Stephen 
invoked him in his dying moments in such emphatic 
terms, " LORD JESUS, receive my Spirit,'' and 
in the precise terms of a prayer, " Lord, lay not 
this sin to their charge;" this then is provided 
for in a note annexed, to the following effect, " This 
•* address of Stephen to Jesus, when he actually saw 

which we deny, that no instance of prayer to Christ by his dis- 
ciples could be known to Paul ; St. Stephen's invocation^ we con* 
tend, was a prayer, and we have so ftated our opinion to be else- 
where. On the passage in Philippians, ii. where it is said, ** that it 
the name of Jesus every knee should bow," Archbishop Newcomc 
observes, to bow the knee is to fray^ referring us to Ephes. iii. 14* 
which is in fact referring us from St. Paul to St. Paul himself, 
who «urely must be the best interpreter of his own thoughts and 
expressions. 

* The Editors have very 'properly not admitted the interpo- 
lated word, « God." 

him; 
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hhn^ does not autbori^ie us to offer prayers to Him^ 
now he is invisible :" this has long been acknow- 
ledged as the systanatic decree and decision of the 
party; and therefore we have their leave (fiilly 
expressed in some of their publications,) to pray 
to our Saviour under similar circumstances^ that is, 
if ever we see him in vision irin actual glory; But 
if he is either a false God, or mere man^ how can 
the seeing him render him otherwise? And if he 
is true God, how can his being invisible render 
him less an object of prayer ? Must we not pray at 
all to the Supreme, because he is an unseen God? 
Peter^ John, and James, saw Chnst in glory upon 
the Mount of Transfiguration : had they prayed to ^ 
him then^ it would evidently have been no crime ; 
but if I mistake not, I have quite as good an autho- 
rity for praying to the blessed Jesus when unseen 
as when seen; namely, the authority of the very 
same writer of the Acts of the Apostles, who reconis 
the prayer and invocation of Stephen. It seems 
almost impossible to suppose that the prayers of 
the Apostles, recited in the first Chapter, ver. 24. 
were not addressed to the blessed Jesus. I have 
the testimony of Woltsogenius on my side, who 
freely acknowledges it ; nor can he deny the divinity 
of the attribute assigned him, xop^iioyvurx vkvtup^ 
which as Grotius says upon the place, " Solius est 
Dei *,'* an attribute expressly ascribed to him by his 
disciples, as a ground of their faithy " by THIS 
we know that thou CAMEST FORTH FROM 
GOD,'* and which Jesus, so far from correcting, 
f eceiv^ as a proper testimony of their feith, though 

* *' Thou, even Th©u alone, knowest the hearts of the chil- 
dren of ment" i Kings, viii. 39 Com|>are the following. Texts, 
spoken of the Son of God : John, ii. 24. John, xvi. 30. Acts, i. 
34. Rev.ii. a^. 

O a by 
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by the wry knowledge be had ef their hearts^ as the 
EvangeUst goes on to rebtei he fore^w they would 
soon be scattered^ and lesive him alone ; and *^ yet 
NOT ALONE, says the Saviour of the Wodd, be- 
cause THE FATHER is with me/' 

Any unprejudiced person would suidy I'egard the 
address of P^ul, i Thess^ iiL 1 1, to be a jdnt pray^ 
to the Father and Son iii the Heaven of Heavens ^. 
The Editors do not se^n diq^oscd to deny, that 
this is undoubtedly a prayer to Christy but here 
they have recourse also to the suppositbn of his 
bocUly presence to justify it } for we are cautioned 
in the notes, not to think more of it than that 
*< the Apostle in his missbnary labours was under 
the inunediate direction of Christ, who ocauiomdfy 
appeared to him for his guidance and enq^urage- 
ment/* It would seem, then, that we ought to sup. 
pose that whenever we find such ejaculations, and 
addresses to the Lord Jesus Christ in the writings 
of St. Paul t, the Apostle at the mom^it had ocular 
demonstration of the presence of the Lord; if not 
$0, he must sometimes have bem addressed \mder 
exactly the same circumstances as his heavenly 
Father^ unseen and hvmsible ; and so to any phon 
understanding, it must appe^u* to haVe been, £rmn 

* Dr. Caorpenter, I see, in his last Work, pronounces it not to 
be a prayer : I do not wish to infer, that he is prejudiced to any 
greater degree than he supposes those to be prejudiced who see 
things differently from himself, which be often inBmuatet in his 
book. 

f Dr. Carpenter, in his Letters to Mr. Veyfie, acknewledges 
that it appears clear to him, that St. Paul, when he t^ll$ Us, ** nfc 
besought the Lord thrice/' 2 Cor. xii. S, 9. addressed his request 
to Christ ; but he states three reasons for considering this to be 
** plauJy " no precedent for prayer to Him. I solemnly declare, 
that not one of the three reasons appears to me to be efen {da^ttsi* 
ble. The actual presence of our Lord at the time, (thouj^ it 
must have been in vision^) is the first of the three reasons. 

the 
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^the whole t&kor of diese tddresGes,;a8 wdl as of 
^ benedictiDBs and doxologies so frequoit in 
the several fijnstles. It would indeed particularly 
appear that no such discriminations were intaided 
by the Apostl^ from the very passage ju;^ referred 
to; for tiie bodily presence of our Saviour appears 
there to be particularly mentioned as an event fu- 
ture and remote. The whole passage is worth 
transcribing. ** Now may our God and Esther 
himsejyr, and our Lord Jesus Christ, direct our way 
io you ; and may the Lord make you to increase 
and abound in love one toward another, and to* 
ward all men, even as we do toward you; that 
iie may establish your hearts unblameable in holi- 
-ncss before our God and Father at the coming of 
our Lord Jesus Christ with all his saints :" would 
wj person suppose, that in order to sanction this 
address, die Fadier and the Lord Jesus Christ must 
iiBve hem in totally diiSerent circumstances; the 
<me absent, the other present ; the one unseasi, 
the other visible \ the one but occasionally the 
object of prayer, and the other in real fact ex* 
dusively so ? is it thus that the New Testament re^ 
quires to be readered generally intelligible ? A New 
Version, it seems, is not necessary; for here, the 
EcKtors adopt every word of the received text ; no- 
thing is wanting, but fliat die public should be taught 
to put quite a new sense upon the same words; 
that they must be made to know, that a formal 
prayer to Christ jointly with God die Father, is no 
loiter to be regarded as any authority to us to direct 
our prayers to him in the same manner ; for though 
die Aposde totally forgot to tell us so in esKpres^ 
terms, yet he certainly intended that no such construe^ 
tign ^ould ever be put upon his words. -And there!* 
fore we mu3t be sure to understand one wprd, that 

O3 be 
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he often use% in ^uite different senses^ in difereta 
places* That for instance, when he tells u^ Rom. 
X* 12. 13* that the same Lord of all is rich, cic wa^rxq 
TMf nnxaXxfAivng »VT0¥^ imto all who call upon him, 
for whosoever imycmXi^fiTai TO oifdfAct Kuf i«, shall otU 
on the name of the Lord, diall be saved, we tnay 
safely regard it as z characteristic oi the, true be^ 
iiever to call on the Lordy or on his name ; but that 
wh^ he talks to the Corinthians in similar terms, 
and addreiTes his Epistle TreL9% tok firix»Xtf/Affroic t« 
0^o/u,ft T» Ku/)»» ii^<ay Iiktk X^it^ *, we must by no means 
fancy that he intends to represent it to be the cha* 
racteristic of all true believers to call on the name of 
the Lord Jesus Christy (for that would be indeed 
the foulest idolatry,) but merely to be called by the 
name of Christ: indeed the Unitarians may well 
call Sl Paul an inconclusive reasoner, (as they some- 
times do), if this is his mode of communicating hea- 
venly truths, for nothing can be more entirely am- 
biguous and imcertain ; the reader, however, we hope 
wUl )ienceforth be able to discern, that it is not 
St. Paul himself who is the Author of all this con- 
fiision, but the Editors of this IMPROVED VER- 
SION, with the aid of their extraordin^ Notes, 
CRITICAL and EXPLANATORY, 

In the Monthly Repository fqr May, 1809, is a 
long critique on this term. The writer inclmes to 
adopt the passive signification, because the active 
ivould be contrary to facts \ but he admits most 
fully that if the hypothesis is to be admitted, that . 
the first Christians did call upon Jesus as an objecit 
of reUgious wdrship, then die active form would 
be a point in proof; and thus we are sent back to 

♦ Psalm cxvi. 13. " I will take the cup of salyation, and caU 
upon the name ot the Lord,** \i thus rendered by the I«X2^ 
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the previous question ; and the term, at all events, 
proves nothing on the side of the Editors, against 
the common Version. The same learned writer very 
ingenuously confesses, that " as far as the customary 
scriptural use merely of precisely this phrase is con- 
cerned, the evidence decidedly favours the active or 
conunon rendering," and " that no instance appears 
in the Old Testament in which precisely this form of 
expression is used passively ** so as to signify the 
being called by the name, &c. 

There is one thing then I must observe before 
I conclude my Remarks on this subject. It seems 
clearly to appear that the Unitarians would con- 
sider invocation and prayer under certain circum^ 
stances, to be proper evidences of Christ's Divinity* 
If so, surely it turns upon a nice point, namely, 
whether a particular word in a particular place is 
to be rendered actively or passively, either being 
admissible, and the active form most usual. The 
learned Critic in the Monthly Repository just cited, 
whose good temper and good manners, independent 
of his abilities, entide him to every rc^spect, however 
discordant our opinions, observes upon another occa- 
sion^ that upon doubtful points, it ought to be con- 
jsidered, whether the Apostle could contradict him- 
self in a point of the first magnitude, or err in a 
grammatical nicety. The question in this instance 
IS not exacdy of this nature ; but it surely .requires 
consideration also, whether a matter of such magni- 
tude would have been left by the Apostle to the 
random determination of a grammaticsd nicety : he 
could have expressed the being called by the name of 
Christ in other term^. 
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I COR. X*. 47. 

THE first man was from the ground, earthy. Aft 
second man will be from heaven, [heavenly 3. 

This is the improved reading of this celebrate4 
passage, and I find it strongly defended by Dr, 
Carpenter in his Letters to Mr. Tm/V. They seem 
to have authority for the omission of Kupioj *, though 
Grkshach does not discard it from his text, and 
the verbs introduced have the sanation' of New^ 
come. It is to the latter that I chiefly object I 
have read Dr. Carpenter's remarks with great atten-; 
tion, but I caimot feel reconciled to the emenda- 
tion proposed : he begins his remarks by a reference 
to ver. 21. for since by man came desih, by man 
also cometh the resurrection of the dead j and this 
he says so plainly implies, that Jesus was properly 
a human Being, that if he had not been called 
man^ he sees not how it could fairly be interpreted 
to refer to a superior nature. Now I must declare 
that it has always appeared to me, that there is \ 
great emphasis in the term sincey nrtihy and though 
It may perhaps have arisen from prejudice, that is, 
from certain preconceptions with regard to general 
doctrines, yet so it is, that I have ever regard^ it 
as introduced to account for our Lord's assumption 
d the manhood. " For since by man came des^ 
by fnan also cometh, &c.'' Did Christ then as man 
raise himself from the dead ? and y^ he is the First 
Fruits. Why could not God raise the dead without 
the intervention of the second man ? Why lay such 
stress upon the comparison, unless th^ manhood of 

f The learned and impartial J^tlb long ago rejected it* 
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Jesus was angular and extraordinary, and coMected 
wkfa somepartkukir ends erf providence? 

It seems to me, that the exact force of the first 
cmnparison, ver.2i« and of the mtroductory causal 
conjunction, nrnin, is shown, and illustrated by the 
expressions, ver. 47. The first Man, that is, Adam, 
is or was from the earth, earthy, the second man r/, 
or was from heaven, or the Lord from heaven. The , 
first man was miraculously formed from the earth, 
and therefore earthy, but the second, who is to give 
life to thc^e on whom the first entailed death, was 
not formed miraculously from the earth, but came 
Hito the world miraculously from heavai. I may be 
wrong, but such have been long the impressions made 
upon my mind by the passages in question. Why 
the second inserted verb should of necessitjr have a 
future force, I cannot comprehend ; it is alleged in* 
deed that ver. 22. ver. 48. and ver. 49. point this out 
so plainly as to be an irresistible proof of it : but surely 
our own resurrection through Christ may be future, 
and yet be as closely and intimately connefted with 
the^rj^ advent of our blessed Lord, as with his final 
coming to judge the world. Our own death must 
as long as we Uve be fixture, yet surely we owe it to 
the first man who was from the earth, earthy ; why 
then may we not be dependent for a future resur* 
rection on the second Man^ who was or who is 
from heaven, heavenly ? I confess I am too dull to 
discern the necessity that is said to arise from the 
construction of verse 49. for the future force gives 
to the last of the inserted verbs, ver. 47. I even 
think the circumstances of the case, upon which 
Dr. Carpenter dwells, strictly require, that it should 
have a past or present force j to show what our 
Lord is and was in regard to his orkinal nature, 
fomparatively with the nature and onginal of the 

first 
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first man, Adam. The assumption of the manhood 
by a pre-existent being is the point generally over- 
looked. Thus Dr. C. who commonly writes like a 
pen8U>le man, and no doubt is sincere, uses an ar- 
gument on Heb. iL 14 — 18. that seems to me to 
border upon absurdity : he thinks our Saviour's 
mere manhood asserted in the stror^est terms by 
the Apostle, where he says, that since the children 
are partakers of flesh and blood, the Son also par* 
took of the same, " for verily he helpeth not Angds, 
but he helpeth the seed .01 Abrahsun, wher^ore it 
behoveth him to be like his brethren in all thmgs ;" 
but what a strange conceit it must be to talk of a 
mere man helping Angels, or to draw such a compa- 
rison, if the same Being could not, if he had chosen 
it, have passed over the seed of Abraham, smd 
jLSsisted Atigelst 



EPHESIANS, i. io.~Vi^ 12. 

THE Editors in their note upon this verse take 
notice of Mr. Locke's suggestion, that " things in 
heaven and things on earth," may be understood to 
signify the Jewidi and Gentile world. This remark of 
Mr. Locke's, say they, is both curious and important, 
and will serve to explain many passages in this 
Epistle, and in that to the Colossjans, which was 
written at the same time, and in the same figurative style. 
But the question remains, is it after all a figurative 
style or not ? Mr. Locke produces some instances 
to prove it so, and I do not deny the force of 
them as mere instances^ but as $ipplicable to this 

pardcula^r 
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fflDrdcnlar passage, I confess, I think them of no 
moment at all. The beginning of Mr. Locke's 
own note, in which the above remark occurs, con« 
vinces me, that he had much higher notions of the 
original supremacy of the Son of God than would 
at air quadrate with the doctrines of the Improved 
Version j he particularly carries back our views to 
that first rule and dominion of Christ, when the 
rebellious angels of heaven revolted from the king- 
dom of God ; but the Editors of the Improved 
Version will tell us that all this is a dream ♦ ; that 
nothing can be more absurd than to credit the^e 
stories of rebellious and revolting Angels, which 
Mr. Locke (a pretty good judge of evidence) de- 
iclares to be plainly though not fully revealed in 
holy Scripture, and to be proved by " manifest 
indications.** Archbishop Newcome expressly says, 
f^ the things in heaven and upon earth," mean, not 
only Angels^ but all mankind, whether Jews or Gen- 
tiles. The amiable and excellent Doddridge cannot 
bear the confinement of the passage merely to Jews 
and Gentiles: " both angels and men,** says -he, 
.« were at first in sweet and harmonious subjection 
to the Son of God^ the great Creator of both ; but 
Man having broke himself off from the society, 
the Son of Man by his humiliation and suflFerings 
recovers ^\ who believe in him, and in his human 
nature presides over the kingdom ; to which in the 
world of glory, they and his Angels belong. This 
interpretation,'* he adds, *.* presents SO NOBLE A 
VIEW that NO OTHER WILL BEAR A COM- 
PARISON !" and in this we perfectly agree ; in- 
deed, I must have leave to say, that I long ago 

f Thej expressly say so indeed iii*aImost the very next note. 
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endeavoured to vindicate this noble passage bom 
the low mA debasing inteipr^idon which the Edi- 
tors allude to, in a work little kmrwn, but which I 
lave $tiU a confident persuaiioii, has much support 
from the language of Scripture^ I mean my book on 
the plurality of worlds, entitled '£k0»;, TEif Miciruf. 
There I have taken acccmnt of Mr. Locke's ojHHion, 
and ventured nevertheless to give to the passage, and 
to the mediation of Christ, a compass and extent 
that may &irly be said to comprehend the whole 
universe. I would not say so much upon the sub- 
ject, but that I think I see, an evident attempt in 
this note to turn our views from the grand ob- 
jects which it is peculiarly calculated to set before 
us, and to lower the expressions relating to Christy 
ia this and 6thers of St. PauPs Epistles. Whea 
this design is made so apparent, it surprises us to 
turn to Archbishop Newcome, and read the motto 
be prefixes to the Epistle, from the great favourite 
^ of Socinians, the learned Grotius. *^ Paulus jam 
vetus in Apostolico mun»e, et ch Evangelium 
Romae vinctus, ostendit quanta sit vis EvangelM 
pnc doctrinis omnibus : quomodo omnia Dei Con- 
ailia ab &tnni eevo eo tetenderiat, quam admiranda 
»t in eo Dei eiiicacia: rerum sublimitatem adec* 
quans verbis sublimioribus quam ulla unquam hi* 
buit lingua humana *." I will not say // is trick 
to have suppressed all this ; but surely I 4nay say, 
that it is good management, as. iong as it is n^ 
detected* 

* That Grotius coopered angdjS to bejncluded, m^y be yees 
both by his note on thi? passage ^d on Colons, i. 29^ wheic 
he expressly says, the terms imply '* pios Angelos, et pioi 
komines.'* 

Ephesians^ 
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Ephesians, vL 12. We are told in plain terms hi 
the note upon this verse, that ^< this scenic representa* 
^00, borrowed from the oriental philosophy, is not 
to be understood literally." ** Principalities, powers, 
&c. express a personification of all wicked opposi* 
tion to the Gospel^" and no more* The armour, 
it is added, with which we are directed to o{^;>ofle 
them being wholly allegorical ; the persons agaipst 
whom it is to be used, tmcst also be figurative and 
allegorical If the armour, described by the Apostla^ 
be ^i^//^ allegorical, I should fear there was no truths 
no righteousness, no Gospel of peace, no £uth, no 
salvation, I grant, that the girdle of truth, and 
the breast-plate of righteousness, and the helmet 
of salvation, are allegorical ; but there is at least 
as much of the armout perfectly literal and real : 
but I am not inclined to a^gue me matter ^th the 
Editors ; I would only beg leave to state what ap* 
pears to me particularly objecdonsible, in so peremp^ 
tory a ncgadon of a doctrine hitherto generally 
credited. To go no farther than their own chosai 
authority, how very contrary is their broad a8Se^- 
tipn, that the passs^ is not to be understood lite- 
rally, to the seijfknents of Archbishop Newcomer 
" s^ainst spiritual wickedness in heavenly things ♦,*• 
he conceives to imply EITHER the wickedlTMi 
of evil SPIRITS ^cercised in things relating to 

* '* In heavenly things," ^v tok «»»panoic: thk ekpretiibfi 
teems to have emlMrras&ed commentators considerably. It hty 
generally been rendered in lieavenly flaeis ; I am rather 8ur» 
prised that advantage has not been taken of a various reading 
noticed by Griesbach, n> t«*$ vnmv^cnxtn^. This would particth- 
larly acccA-d with the popular opinion to which the Priniatc sl4 
ludes, and which Scripture «eem8 to countenaaoey namelyy that 
the ait or sub-celestial regions were inhabited by the evil spirits, 
*!nii» was certainly a Jewish tradition, and one wmdHas Mr. Med^ 
obfcrresy St. Paul w!» dispose to approve. 

* Heaven ; 
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Heaven ; OR evil SPIRITS pfc^>erly supposed tc^ 
occupy the air ; OR SPIRITS origihalfy wicked 
in Heaven. And he adds a note of importance, 
that ^^ some of the ancient interpreters observe, that 
God has not assigned any dominion to evil spirits f 
but that meh voluntarily serve thenu'' Here then, 
perhaps, we are brought to a footing. The pfinci^ 
fqlities and powers of these evil q)int6 may perhaps 
be as allegorical as the helmet and breastplate and 
prdle of the Evangelical armour ; but the spirits 
themselves may be as real and actual as truth and 
righteousness f faiths znd jal%uition* 



PHILIPPIANS, iL ^, 7, 8, 9. 
THIS celebrated passage is sadly mangled by the 
Editors ; being in the form of Crod, we are told, is 
bai^ << invested with ejstraordinary divine powers,'^ 
see Lindsey's 2d address,^— << did not es^y grasp 
at the resemblance to God,'' $vh, afwayf^v wyintraro r$ 
fiiriei Icra Oi^, is '< he did not makf an ostentatious 
display of his miraculous powers,*' *^ divesting him* 
self of the form of God," only signifies,^ it seems, 
that he relinquished his miraculous powers, when he 
submitted to indignity and cruc^xion} to be made 
in the likeness of men, means only of common and 
ofdinary mortals, which is also intended by the phrase, 
<< bang foimd in fidUion as a n^uu" This is sad 
trifiiuR surely, and a miserable specimen of scriptural 
knowledge. Dr.Carpenter's Exposition, in hisLetters 
to Mr, Veysiey appears to me still more eztraordi-^ 
nary ; he thinks it means, that Christ thought it no 
improper assumption to be ** as God^^ because he 
was his representative ; he concaves, Aat " beings 
in the form of God," must be the same as being 
♦ instead 
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instead ofGod, and that it was even his dutyi there- 
fore, to claim both honour and authority , ** as 
Gody* when he spake and acted as such. But, let 
me ask, did any other representative of God thmk 
it no imdue assumption to claim honour as Qod^ 
the Jehovah Angel excepted ? Dr. C. declares, that 
" there is not one expression in this passage which 
implies that Jesus possessed a superior nature * ;'* 
and yet willingly allows^ that " the whole may 
admit of a convenient explanation upon the xi^« 
position that that was the case." Now this is as 
much as I want^ because, except Socinians and 
Unitarians, thare is no denomination of Cl/ristianSy 
I believe, xb^t does not fully suppose it to' be the 
case, that Christ did possess a supoior nature, and 
was undoubtedly in a state of glory before he came 
into this world. " And accordingly, we are told as 
plainly as can be, that he came dowa-irom heaven, 
John, iii. 13. xviii. 3. xvi. 28. That he was b^ore 
all things, and by him do all things exist. Col. i. 17. 
That all- things were made by him: and without 
him was not any thing made that was made, John 
i. 3. That he was the WORD that was in the 
beginning with God, and was God. And besides 
thS, the extraordinary love of God in not withhold- 
ing his onlyrbegotten Son, but freely giviAg him up- 
for mankind, is spoken of in such a manner, as 
proves him to have been a much greater bemg dian 
a mere man, though made for a little while lower than 
the angels ; and this is clearly intimated ia the words 
of Christ to the Pharisees ; what think ye of Christ ? 
whose Son is He ? They say unto him, the son . of 
David. He saith unto them, how then .does Davids 

* See on the term vvapx*'** Middleton's rtference to Smdaig in 
hi» doctrine of the Greek Article, p, 539. 

' , In 
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in spirit call him Lord ? saying the Lord said untw 
my Lord, sit though on my rightrhand till I make 
tfame enemies thy fisot-stooL If David tiien call 
him Lord, how is he his son ? Matth. xxiL 42, &c: 
Mark, xii. 37. Luke, xx. 41^ Psalm, ex. i* The 
texts, that can only be explained upon these prind*- 
pies, are very numerous; \diicfa the Sodnians at- 
tempt to explain aiway into a figurative meaning } 
but without success ; for be that shall without pr^^ 
judice examine their interpretation of the beginning 
of St John's Gospel, will find it as far-fetched and 
as unsadsfiactory as Dr. Henry More's Philosophical 
and Metaphysiod Cabala upon the three first chapters 
of Genesis V* 

If I were to say that the Editors never read 
Bearson's Expo^tbn of the Greed, or Bishop B^ll'8 
Primitiva et Apost. Traditio, &c., I should think my- 
^If giiilty of great impertinence ; and yet I am sorry 
to say, their endeavours seem to me to be directed 
to the burying of all such works in perfect oblivion. 
And this, I confess, is among the most prevailing 
motives that have led me to engage in tins und^« 
taking, that I may at least raise my fed^le voice 
of warning to my fellow Christians, not to suffer 
themselves to be seduced and turned aside from 
studies of this nature. Bishop Pearson and Bishop 
Bull were such scholars as the world seldom sees, 
«ul perhaps, indeed, will never see again ; if the 
pment enlightening system continues to tecetve so 
much blind encouragen^ot. These two giants in 
literature, particularly B3>lical CritioGm, long ago 
complained of the received text, die one iizq)l^dly, 
fine other m express terms, for inserting in thn 

• See Ben Mord. Lett.— [Confak dso the tA Sermon of 
IVaUrland'^ Lady Moyer't Lecture.] 

passage. 
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]>a$8age^ viz, Philipp. tL 7, two copulative conjunc* 
tions not warranted by the original; thus making 
distinct propositions, of a connected sentence^ to 
the great disparagement of the important truth 
intended to be conveyed by thie terms used. Here 
then we might have hoped to have received help 
from the Linproved Version; but far otherwise, 
the two interpolated conjunctions are retained 
witfiout the slightest mark of doubt or suspicion, 
though they are both omitted by Griesbach, with- 
out a single various reading alleged in their fa- 
vour. By this error, (which I firmly believe 
to be a complete oversight, but not the more cre- 
ditable on that account) they are certainly the bet- 
ter enabled to confound die humiliation of the 
Messiah with his exinanition; the difference be- 
tween 'these is sufficiently marked in the original, 
not only by the omission of the two interpolated 
copulatives spoken of above, but by the insertion 
of 07te immediately afterwards, for thus should the 
whole passage be read — " Who being, (or rather 
subsisting^ uVajp^v), in the form of God, thought 
& not robbery to be eqiuil * with God ; but emptied 
himself, taking the form of a servant, being made 
in the likeness of man/* This expresses his exin- 
anition, namely, the voluntary assumption of the 
form of a servant, and that in the nature of man ; 
and then follows, " AND being found in fashion 
as a man, he HUMBLED himself, becoming obe- 
dient unto death, even the death of the cross;" in this 
consisted his humiliation, subsequent to his assumption 
of the likeness of man. Instead of this the Editors . 
would resolve the whole into his^ humiliation, in that 

* See Pearson also on this, [and Hammond* — See also on the 
whole passage Machmghtp and Dr. Twells"^ Sermons, vol. ii. 

P he 
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Griesbach, indee4> att€3iipts to vary the pimctua* 
tion so as ta give som^ as^stance to their interpre- 
tations, though as it happens they do not avail 
themselves of it. He puts a stop after Aif6fuawo^ in 
the 8th verse, so as to break the connection be- 
tween that and what follows ; but it appears to me 
that nothing can be more manifestly wrong. The 
copulative seems particularly wanted to introduce 
the terms $rawtiv(aa-i¥ Mvrov^ Slid therefore standing 
ill all copies, before the words <rx,vfj^»rt ivpi9itg uf 
flp*Jf«T0f, c(mnect$ the latter with Ae former as its 
l^minative case. Surprised as I felt myself at this 
novel pimctuation of Griesbach, I of course was 
tempted to examine his authorities, but I have 
hereto lament my trifling conmiand of books; of 
those in my possessbn, I find but two th^t at all 
support him. These are Grotius, who exhibits not 
tie passage at full length, and therefore is some- 
what doubtful, and the Louvain Editors of the 
Vulgate, 1523, who certainly put a stop in the 8th 
verse after Hmo. The received text has only 
cpinma*$, sp that the 8th verse is as it were all con- 
nected with the 7th J but in general the stop is 
put 2^t the end of verse 7. This is the pointing of 
the old Latin and Beza, of the Glasgow EdWon 
from Wet^tein, and is adopted by Pearson, Bull, 
Wells, Doddridge, Newcome, and the Editors of 
the Improved Version, who use the common 
pointing, though they manage to confound the 
passages. 
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COLOSSlAlte, thi^.u 

PERHAPS in the whole 6f tWs Mproyed Ver- 
sion we meet whh hothhig more justly to bife com- 
plained of than the extraordinary mdd6 oF eirolanj- 
ing this Chapter. Theii- ihodel ArcHbi$ht)p New- 
come mnst smnely haVe sofri(^ credil wfth thfeni as 
u Biblidl critic and- ichdiar, of Ms Version would 
not have been selected in the ^y it h^ b6to; and yet 
certamly his ojAiibns are bftdi slighted and disre- 
garded as though he were ian Jdeoh We shall pro- 
ceed regularly through- the notes. Ver. 15,^* The 
first.borti of the whole creation;'* Thef liotfel tfelb 
us^ that this reading is particularly adopted from fhi 
Priihate's margin, and therefore liiaAed N".. m. thi 
^€fading in hiis text being " every ci'eatur'e/* miirked 
therefore N. and immediately connected with these 
conspicuous references to the Archbishop; it follows, 
the Apostle explains his meaning, ver. 18. ; that is; 
US they expressly assert in their next note, " Chri$i 
is called the first-bom of the creation, becaKise he ik 
the first who was raided from the dead to an imi 
mortal life :** the whole note we are speaking of 
is only one line; the Archbishop's note oh the 
same passage is little longer, but as different as it 
is possible for any thing to be, for he expressly 
assures us that we are to look for the Apostle's ex- 
planation, not inverse 18, but in verse 16, which 
telfe usi that he was called the first-born of th^ 
" whole creation," or of " every creature,'* be- 
cause *^ by him all things were created that ire in 
heaven, and that are on earth," &c. IB$ wholS 
note is this, 

P 2 <« Ver. 
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" Ver, i5» Tie Jlrst-bom^ Immediately derived 
from the invisible God, John i. 14. before the whole 
creation, as the next verse proves.** 

But we are told by the Editors, that " by him 
all things were created,** by no means intends the 
creation of natural substances, but figuratively the 
^eat change wrought in the moral world by the 
preaching of Christ.} —but the Archbishop*s note, 
(or notes rather) are simply these — 

fy biml as the instrumental cause — were created.'] 
Here a proper creation is mcuit, and not a figura- 
tive one^ to good works •.*' 

Thrones and dominions, &c the Editors tell us 
merely imply the £uiciful orders of beings in the 
Jewish demonology, borrowed from the oriental phi- 
losophy ; but the Primate much more gravely and 
properly tells us, that they imply the several orders 
of Angels, who were created j/&rt Christ, that he 
might be thdr head, and might be worshipped and 
served by them, Philipp. ii. lo. 

Now all this testimony to the commonly received 
doctrines, on the part of the learned Primate is not 
only suppressed, but peremptorily contradicted by 
their own, argumente, while such continual refer- 
ences appear to be made to his Version, that the 
letter N occurs no less than nine times in two pages ; 
so dim-sighted must his Grace have been by their 

* That a metaphorical creation, that is, the New Creation as it 
is commonly called, could not be intended b^ this passage of the 
Apostle to the Colossians, is so demonstratively proved by the 
learned Pearson^ that I ^eve to think it can be necessary to 
pomt such a natter out to the world. See the foL Edit. 1715^ 
p. X16. 

^ f An undeniable proof, says the learned Wells, of the divi. 
nity of Christ, and that supreme worship is due to him, since su- 
preme worship is cvidenUy due from the creature to him^ for 
whose service and glory the faid creature is made. 

/ ' account, 
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amount, as not to "have the least suspicion ofvinit 
' they assert to be perfectly evident from a mere con-' 
sideration of the terms used, so that were diey to 
say they only meddled with his Version, and not 
with his notes, they would infer, that he was not 
capable of understanding the very terms of his own 
translation ; surely this is u^g the Archbidhibp most 
cruelly, and very unfairly exposing him to the scorii 
and ridicule of the unlearned *. 

Ver. 19, they render thus ; ** for it Tias pleased 
the Father to inhsJjit all fulness by him/* The 
Greek is^ on ev £tvT&> ivioxf^rt ir»¥ ro vXyipvfxm xmr9t^ 
xuffAi. The Primate, as nearly as can be^ follows the 
recdved text. In the Monthly Repository a reviewer 
of thdr own way of thinki];ig says, ** we are at a 
loss to see upon what princ^ile of translation the 
Editors dq>arted firom Newccnne^s rendaring of tins 

* It happens that the two passages taken together^ . ¥iz» 
Ter. I5> and ver. 18. instead of being a proof of h^ ^^^1^ 
humanity, are exceedingly iUuctratire of his two natures. The 
^ shortest explanation I can gtve of this will be in tie words of 
a very learned writer on the Epistle, Oemcas Streao i *' Hoc 
expUcat Apostolus,'* says he, ** alio Verbo, quod priori addit^ 
Christum nominans, ver. 18. { Prinu^nitttm ez mortuis. Hie 
iterum Filium proponit ut Ptimopttitttm ut^ ver» 15. Sed 
observanda est differentia im phrasi et conrtructioiie Vetbwvmu 
Prius ipsum dixit Primogenitum onnia creature vel creationity 
hie dicit Primogenitum non tiiortuorum sed ex iiiortuis» et 
observandum^ quod in priori ut genitus a creatmia plane* et 
onmi modo distinguatur ; sed postefiori Terbomnr construe- 
tione facile audire Ucet, quod mortuii conjui^tur^ et 10 ccurun^ 
numero ponatur : notandumque non dici » morte, sed ei^ mor* 
tuis," p. 56. 

[There is undoubtedly a sort of opposition rather than any 
4:lose identity expressed in the terms first^«nt and ertatcd^ horn 
before all created things is sense ; and thou^^ both Ariana smd 
Socinians pretend that it is evasive to render v^^otokh compara-^ 
tively^ yet it is unquestionably so used by the LXXt 2 Sam. xix« 
45* 7rf«rr«Tojt«f ty^ % cv^ which though not expressed in our Version, 
from the whok tenor i>f the pasiage, must be undorstood as a - 
Btrqng comparison.] 

P 3 passage. 
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pa/sssig^ l^wever thust icnuch is obvious^ that k 
iv^ lu^ thi^ugh theological prepossession, for that 
itrpuld haye dir^ted them to retaia the common ren- 
4ej:uig» ^pe it points out the original source of that 
fiilness. of (Jivi»e blessings^ which dwelt in Christ'* 
I 8uppp?e this fewned writer (whcan I never wish to 
treat vfith disrespect, so liberal and candid is his^ 
^le), thought that this is implied by the term* 
" for it, pleased the Father j &c. j*^ as to any theo- 
logical preposae^ons by which the translation might 
be infiuep^ed, I confess I think I fin^ such in the 
£dito]?s own note on the passage ; for there we 
ajre told, that <^ the church is the fulness or the 
completion of the body of Christ, which. God in- 
hpbit^ by bi3 spirit commimicated by Christ;** so 
that instead of all fulness having any relation to the 
Oodhead, a3 seems m2Lni£estly to be the case isoxfi 
chap. ii. 9, which the Editors themselves render, 
•* for in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Deity 
bodily,** the fulness here is, it seems^ the church ;, 
2fxA instead of our Lord bdng the person so gifted 
and distinguished, the Church is the ultimate object 
of tjie whole. 

Surely some prepossession must have led them so 
to confound, matters, for undoubtedly Christ is the 
prominent objeft in the passage as it -stands in the 
Greek. . True indeed it is, that the common render- 
U3g> and the Primate's version, point immediately to 
the Father as the original source of that mXm^if.ot. of 
divine communications alluded to, and therefore the 
Editors. h?ive carefully retained //&//, though they have 
sp mucl^ altered the sense of the rest of the passage ; 
but as it happens, neither the received text, nor the 
Primate, nor: the Improved Version, nor the. learned 
B,eview;er, have any authority whatsoever for the in^. 
6«(rtioD.o£tbi^ very term j ^' the.Faihar'^ i& not to 
8 be 
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be found any where in the Gredc, no not in kll 
Gricsbach's various reacfings ; there is sonte am-'* 
ihority for the insertion of %%4r%r9^^ which they 
cniut», but none for " the Father^^ which they iii-> 
sert ; the literal rendering of the Greek is, " for 
that in Him all fullness pleased to dwell,'' which 
is the rery translation of the learned Hugh Brotrgh- 
ton, as Mr. Granville Sharp has shown in his book oa 
the Law of Nature. The Author of the Syriac 
Version, as translated by Ludovic. de Dieu has the 
same Uteral Version, " Quia in ipso vohdt omnia 
plenitudo habitare ;'' and the Arabic gives further 
mipport to us, excq)t that instead of plenitudo, \t 
would run, " Quia perfectio omnia in eo voluit luu 
bitare :** what Ais fulness was, has generally, (though 
in respect to this verse alone, I grant them, not tmi- 
versally) been held to signify " the fulness of the 
Godhead,*' to -a-Auf wjajj mq Oiomroiy Chap. ii. 9. 

The Editors object to the term Godhead because 
" it countenances, it seems, the strange nodon of si 
God consisting of Three Persons ;" theiir raidering 
therefore is, " For in Km dwelleth * all the fulness 
of the Deity btidily^^ with i^ch I shall not quarrel^ 
for if this does not mean substantially and persmdly^ 
our best Lexicographers greatly deceive us. It would 
s^ipear therefore, that allowing for every thing that 
the apprcmed tjeadings^ the literal Version^ and tha 
chosen and 'selei:t terms of the Editors themselves 
wotild denumd from us, the exact sense is, that ill 
Christ all the fulness of the Deity pleased' to dwells 
istafAxriitijgy i. e. substantially and personally. See 
Leigh^'s .Crit. Sacra j Wolfras and Stricer; Parki4 
hurst, and WaterloTots 7dx Sermon at the Lady 
Moyer's Lecture. 

* EvJbxq^ip tsSoucr^cTAf Cyr. bia. See Griesbach. 

F 4 " There 
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' There is one thing I have further to notice. The 
learned Reviewer in the Monthly Repository inti- 
mates, that the loth verse, of the 2d Chapter of 
Colossians tends to prove, that the Apostle's disciples 
were filled with the divhie blessings^ exactly as Christ 
was. The term TamrXnfufAsyoi must be the only thing 
to justify such an opinion. For the passage do^ 
not in any manner say, that St. Paul's Colossian dis- 
ciples were personally or bodily united to the fulness 
of the Deity, but that ia or through Christ they 
were filled or perfected : sv aurw xxroixsi wav to 
^Atjf «jLt« TUf Siornrog q-wpaTixwf, IS very difierent from 
in ip u\jI(o TUiTrXfipufAtuot* It appears to me also, that 
there is as great a difference between »ya vXnouMt 
SK ir«k TO irXfi(iuiAec m 0f8, Ephes. iii. 1 9, and the 
in-dwelling of the Godhead or Deity^ (rufjLarixuj^, and 
as it is necessary to be very circumspect with Uni- 
tarians in regard to terms, though I have granted 
them above, the use of the word Deity instead of 
Codheady yet I must observe, that 0fOT«? in the 
judgment of the ablest critics, is a word of the strongest 
import ; Beza, Leigh in his Critica Sacra^ and Park- 
hurst, all agree in distinguishing it from 0(iotiic> as 
signifying not merely the Divinity, but the very 
Essence and Nature of God ; this^ says the Apostle, 
dwelt bodily or personally in Christ. Maresius contra 
Volkelium urges us to notice, ** Apostolum non sim-. 
pficiter Tfi9 GctoTDTo^ Divinitatis, sed rm Swtiitoc 
Deitatis, id est, ipsiusmet Naturae et Essentiae divinse, 
plenam habitationem in Christo asserere ^ ne divinum 
dumtaxat ipsum statuamus aut ejus Evaugelium, sed 
q>smnmet natura Deum confiteamur." — The mere 
will or revelaticm of God cannot surely be said tot 
dwell " bodily J* in any person. 



Digitized by 



Google 



Vmhn rf the New Testament. aiy 



COLOSSLANS, u. 2, 

I NOTICE this passage because Mr. Bryant, in lii^ 
Tract on Philo Judaeus, has laid great stress, on it, 
as particularly in proof of the divinity of our Saviour ; 

which he renders, ** to Ae knowledge of the 
mystery of God, both of the Father and of the 
Chris^^^ but Griesbach, and after him the Editors of 
the Improved Version, omit the latter words, viz. 
^* both of theFather and of the Christ," but upon very 
trifling authority; upon no authoritycomparatively that 
would justify its total expulsion from the text, while 
9S it happens, among his various readings, Griesbach 
produces some still more strongly in favour of 
Christ's divinity, as, rov Bt» th cv X^ ir^^, th &t9 i iri 



COLOSSIANS, iii. 16. 

THE Editors adopt Griesbach*^ emendation of 
Sm for Kvpiia : ** with psalms and h)rmns, and spi« 
ritual songs; singing with thankfulness, and with 
your hearts to God/* The recaved text has to the 
Lord. Here Griesbach's authorities are undoubtedly 
sufficient to support his amendment of the text; nor 
should I stop to notice it, but that Dr. Carpenter 
^eems to think the correction sufficient to point out 
the meaning also of Ephes. v. 19. ; his words are 
as follow :— Col. ill 16, might be supposed to show, 

that 
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that Christians were directed to sing hymns of gratefal 
praises to Christ, but insteiad of, singing with thaok- • 
fuhiess in your hearts to the Lord, Griesbach has, 
* to God :^ — Ephes, v. 19., * Singing and making 
melody in your heart to the Lora^ is certainly am- 
biguous; but as in the corresponding fpistle, I find 
the Christians direfted to sing praise td God^ it is 
reasonable to conclude that the Apostle meslnt the 
same here,* — Letters to Mr. Veysie, p. 218. ! aM 
almost tempted ta say, that th^ passage iiiEphei. 
sians so pointedly distingliishes' our Lord 2lfiK the 
object of the JPsalms, and Hymns, and'l^irifual Soiigi 
there spoken of by the Apdstfe, as to explanir t^ 
Os« of Griesbach*s text, Coloss. lii. in our fevbu? j 
certainly however, whatever was the real purport 
of the' Apostolic directions, I have the poslitive testf*. 
mony both of friends and enemies to produce? thit 
the hymns of the primitive Christians did! exp^e* 
Christ's divinity. The Author of the M^yt^x Aa^tv^'o^ 
written about the beginning of the third (fchturyi 
observes, that not only the andenter Fathers before 
him did speak of Christ as God, but that the 
hymns also penned by Christians from the beginning, 
did set forth the divinity of Christ, the Logos; 

'^OL>^fii^ it 00-01 xxt toScci »is\^oo}f octt* app^9)( utto irifcoif 
y^oc^SKTxi Tov Aoyov ra 0£8 rof Xpifof u/iAi»a<rt S'soXoynvrs^f 
and the Epis^fle of Pliny to Trajan testifies the same ; 
quod esent soKti stato die attit^ lucem convenite, car- 
menque Christo quasi Deo dlcere. 
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I TIMOTHY, iv. 10. 
Or* tiXfl-ixajtAiy im 0ECi ZHNTI, «? m SXITHP 

Th^ E4itor§ rcndjers^ this* " Because we trust ia 
tjie living Qod, who is a preserver of aU men, but 
espedsjly of those, who believe/* Newcome has^ 
" the Saviour oi 2l\ mexiy^^ and though preserver is 
not altogether objectionable in this place, as in- 
cluded in the term SwrYif » yet the latter clause of 
the verse seem3 to require Saviaur. Erasmus has 
$ervator ; Beza, Conservator ; Whitby contends, that 
eternal salvation must have been in the view oiF the 
Apostle, as well as teviporal protection; compare 
ver. 8, and chap^ iL 4. where the Editors very pro- 
perly have ^' GOD our SAVIOUR : '' Doddridge 
m his paraphrase has both terms. I shall venture to 
make some remarks on the expression in general : 
** the LitHHg Gody who is the Swr^j , or Saviour of 
al} men ;" a term, which though it may include 
unde?* it that of temporal protection and presenrar 
^QTi^ is^ as Leigh in his Critica Sacra shows, a scrip- 
^aj expression of singular importance. My remarks 
wijl: be soinewhat irregular, but yet by no means I 
trust imcomxected. 

There are no two passages in the New Testament 
imj£& contested thwi Acts, xx, 28. and i- Tim. iii- 
16. The difficulty in the first, relates to that 
Churchy (ExHAJKTia) which Christ ** purchased with 
kis, omn blood.** It is doubted whether it could be 
called n ExiiXfi9-icu T»0f8,-^-the church of God; for 
diough the stress is laid upon »ifji^roq liiSj this comes 
to the same thing ; authorities are ransacked, and it 
is determined, that of the ^veral various readings 

discovered. 
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discovered, viz. the Chutch, r« Xf <r», of Christ,— 
T» 0«», of God — Kupi« 0c«, the Lord God — 0£a xai 
Kvpttf, the God and Lord— Kvp^s xai Ocv, the Lord 
and God — ^and Kupis, the Lord ; . St. Luke in all like- 
lihood wrote the latter : — kt this be so. 

In I Tim. iii. 1 6. it is doubted, whether the Apostle 
could have written, " GOD was manifested in the 
flesh ;" here, however^ the Apostle is undoubtedly- 
speaking of a mystery immediately connected with the 
Churchy (ExxXixria) 0c« ^wm-of, ** of the living GodP 

In the passage before us, i Tim. iv. lo. the 
Ofof ^m^ or living God, is plainly called rwrnp warrup 
«^lp«irwv, generally rendered, the SAVIOUR of all 
men: But is not Christ then the Saviour of alF 
men, especially of those who believe? "Was he not 
manifested in the fleshy so to be * ; to redeem his 
church, that is, through his own blood ? True it is,^ 
indeed, the Unitarians refuse to acknowledge that 
he could ever be called by St. Paul, " Our great 
God and Saviour," Titus ii. 13. ; but yet they will 
allow, that <rwrupof ^lAtay in this very passage belongs 
to Christ, though the a-tornf iravlwir «»Op«Tu» is said, 
I Tim. iv. tci be the living God. If tfien I at- 
tempt not to deny the prepondering wdght of 
existing and known authorities to be in &vouf 
of the readings adopted by Qriesbach and the £di* 

* This must be attended to, for I do not wish to fall into 
the error, we are cautioned against by the Eclectic Revie^ers^ 
m the words of Athanastu* / I do not at all intend to intimate, 
that the blood of God can be spoken of« hx»€r%^»i^9 separate 
from the assumed humanity : see Eclectic Review, for Marc^ 
471. I have it not in my power to read the treatise of jitba* 
nauiuy which they recommend ; but I must honestly declare, I 
do not se« the danger they allude to, in so strong a Ugbt as theyt 
seem to do. Certain hymn writers I grant in sonie instances have 
ventured upon expressions^ not altogether to be justified, but it 
is a nice point to determine at all times between the unio tjposta^. 
tka and eommttmcaHo idtomattm. 

tors 
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tors of the Improved Version; Acts, xx. 28. and 
I Tim. iii. 16. Still my opinion is, that ** the 
Uving God was the Saviour or all men :'* i Tim. iv. 
10. • That he was " manifested in the flesh*^ for^ this 
purpose, I Tim. iii. 16. That he thus redeemed his 
Church — hot, m aifAoHoi; Wix. HIS Church, namely 
n* E)ocXu(r»« T» enj ; (if not Acts, xx. 28, yet) i Tim. 
iii. 5. Ex)cAuo-*a 0£« |wi>Toc : I Tim. iii. 1 5. 0fH ^M^'^^f 
€vrnfo^ yroivruv ajOpwjrwk : I Tim. iv, I o. That Church 
which Christ himself so emphatically calls MY 
Church, Matth. xvi. 18. 

Mr. Lindsey^ the Editors tell us, has obgerved, 
that the sacred writers were not very exact in the* 
application of the terms, " Lordy^* " Saviour j^* and 
the like, which they indifferently gave both to 
God and Christ. This indifference was certainly 
very extraordinary, in writers, who have occa-^ 
sionally applied the same terms exclusively y and 
with a marked and pecular emphasis. Thus i Cor. 
viii. 6, as there is ONE God, so is it declared, 
there is ONE Lord Jesus Christ*." In Isaiah^ 
xliiL II. k is recorded as the declaration of JE- 
HOVAH: "I am the Lordy beside me there is 
NO SAVIOUR." Ch.xlv. 21.; a just GOD, and 
a SAVIOUR, there is none beside me." In Hosea 
xiii. 4. " There is no SAVIOUR beside me :" and 
yet, John iv. 42. we read, ** this is the Christ, 
THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD j" Tit. i. 3. 
St. Paul wishes peace to Titus ** from the LORD 

♦ The comment of Jerome uppn this, is as follows : Si cnim 
ut existimant Ariani, Deus pater solus est Deus, eadem conse- 
qnentii, solus erit Domnus Jesus Christus et nee Pater erit Do- 
toinus nee filius Deus ; sed absit, ut non sit, vel in Dominatione 
Deitas, vel in Deitate Dominatio, Unus est Dominus, et unus est 
Deus ; quia patris et filii dominatio, una Pivinitas est. Hierom. 
Comment in Epheu iv. 5, 

JESUS 
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JESUS Christ OUR SAVIOUR :" see also Ch. Jfc 
6. And I John, i. 14. we are expressly told, that 
•« the FATHER sent the SON to be the SAVIOUR 
of the WORLD:" compare Rev. vii. 10. In short, 
these terms are so applied by Prophets, Evangelists^ 
and Apostles, that I must freely declare, th^ the only 
indifference xhQj seem to me to show, is corroborative 
in the highest degree, of that opinion which tends to 
identify the attributes of the Christ, and " the Hvmg 
God, the Saviour of all men ;" and to prove thift 
point I should be content merely to wpeal to the 
£pi$tles of Paul to Timothy and Titus : for instance : 
in that to Titus, ch. ii. 1 3. he speaks of the appearance 

Iftra XpK««— " of the glory of our great God stfid 
Saviour Jesus Christ,'^ as it may be literally rendered \ 
to say no more at present. In the second Epistle t^ 
Timothy, ch.i. lo.thesameApostlespeaksoftheappear- 

imce, (jwh^a^nocv) m SwTDf Of i5/tA«v lns•^ Xf ir»— *** of OUf 

SAVIOUR Jesus Christ : aini in the ^xth Chaptei* dE 
the first Epistle, ver. 14. of the appearance (jir%foi,¥n»ii) 
of our LORD Jesus Christ ; which m Iris time he 
shaU show, who is the KING of KINGS and 
LORD of LORDS ; the very title given to the 
WORD or Logos of God: Rev. xix» 16. Agsuni 
3 Tim, iv. I. we have " the appearance (jinfxvHM) 
of the Lord Jesus Christ and his kingdom :'* see 
also ver. 8. But Titus ii. 11 — 13. t^cen all to- 
gether, is very strong to the purpose,— ^for there 
are two appearances * in reality spoken of. One 
appearance which is to be the hap^y end of ouf hope : 
and another appearance, ver. ii. which hath already 
taken place. " When % X»fi9 t» 0«s, — ^the grace 

^ See Cyril. Catech. 15. cited by Mr. Wordsworth, p. 6^i tnd 
Chrysostom, pp, 76, 78. 

of 
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of G<wi, (the Editors render it favmr, h\xt gnce 
18 untexceptioiiably beder), appeared to all mOf 
teaching' US that we should live soberly, &c.: N^w^ 
tome^B mar^, indeed, give& ua instead of grace or &• 
vour, the ^^^ gracious Gospel ;' * but how tMs graciodm 
€rOspel was manifested, except by the personal ap- 
peaiftHace of our Saviour Jesus, it would be hard to 
$how, cOn^ering that this^r^f appearance seems to 
be actually so explained, ve?. 14. '" Who gave him- 
self for us, that he might redeem us from all iniquity^ 
and purify to himself a peculiar people zealous of 
good woirks ;** compare Tkus, iii. 4 — 7. : and it 
niust be farther remembei'ed, that the saving doc- 
trme spoken of, ver. 11, 12. is expressly said to 
be, ver. 10. the doctrine, tb Xtam^og ^f^m 0f»-— of 
GOI> our SAVIOUR. In i Tim. vi. 1. we read, 
^ that the name of the Lord and his doctrme be not 
blasphemed;*'* here Griesbach reads the name, &c* 
of God, 0SB ; and yet ver. 3. serves to show, that the* 
doctrine spoken of wds particularly the doctrine^ r» 
KvpiH 'iiAm Ir^tTn Xpira. In Titus, i. 3. we have t» 
2(»Tfipoc i^«i^ ©£tf ; and in the very next verse, t» Kupt» 
Xfirs ff^wTupof ff/xwv. Surely St. Paul must have be^n 
inidifierent about the use of these terms to a degree of 
stupidity, if believing iesus to be a mere man, he 
neither thought the term 0eo^, or the term 2&>Ttjp» 
personally^ applicable to him. But again ; we have 
above, " the appearance of the glory of the great 
God ;" Titus, ii. 13. : and in the first Chapter of the 
first £{H^le to Timothy, ver. 11. we read of the 
« Gospel of the Glory ot the blessed God ;*' but that 
by this Was int^ded the Gospel of Christ, the very- 
next verse will shew. 

The Doxology, i Tim. i. 1 7. is addressed tw jSa^^i- 
Mi rm ^i(amu. And the Unitarians themselves in^ 
sist upon it, that J"/ s x,oci t8? A««va? twoiYi(rsv^ Heb. i. 2. 

means 
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means the a^es or dispensations constituted for 
CbrUU If it be so, then the PflwiXnf rw A^^puv, 
I lun. r. 17* is also said to be ih^ /t4«vK Site, in the 
very same place •. Lasdy : i 'tim. iv. 9, 10, where 
it is said, ** We trust in the living God, the Saviour 
oizW men ;*' it is introduced with the remark, ^< this 
is a faithful saying, and worthy of all acceptation :'' 
now the same introduction occurs, i Tim. i« 15. to 
the remark, that *^ Christ Jesus came into the world 



to save sinners/* 



There is one thing I am bound to notice. Dr. 
Carpenter thinks St. Paul's language is to be cau- 
tiously received ; he^ it seems, had an extraordinary 
intercourse with our Saviour ^ and language founded 
on such peculiar communications cannot with any 
propriety be now used by Christians, unless indeed 
it can be shown from the Scriptures, that the Lord 
Jesus still personally presides over and regulates the- 
afiairs of his Church, and still in a secret manner 
personally influences the minds of his faithful dis- 
ciples. I have partly replied to this already ; 
but I cannot help observing the drift of Dr. C.'s 
arguments in general; he asks, in one place, whe- 
ther the three Gospels of Matthew^ Mark and Lukef 
with the Acts of the Apostles^ could be considered 
as inculcating the divinity of Christ independent 
of the Gospel of S/. John. I should say they ciex- 
tainly would, even after a most careful perusal of 
all Dr. C*s arguments to the contrary : but at all 
events, the Gospel of St* John is an essential por- 
tion of the Canon, and therefore what he teaches, 
whether in supply of former deficiencies, or as new 

♦ That the jingel of the Covenant wag the true BashUy^ rm 
mmuv in Jewish PbraseologVi see Ben Mordecai's Letter, ii. 37 ; 
see also Mr. Bennet on the Melee Olam. Olam* Haneshamoth, 
Ch. lii. 

(natter 
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Imatter entirely, is as much to be believed, as any 
undisputed parts of the other Gospels ; so what St. 
Paul inculcates, must be received as an essential part 
of the Canon ; his peculiar communications are to be 
considered, exactly upon the footing of all other 
communications. If he had any clearer revelations 
of the exalted dignity of our Redeemer than the 
other Apostles, he is quite as much entitled to be 
the standard of our opinions, as Peter, or John, or 
any other of the sacred writers* If our Saviour 
personally influenced the mind of St. Paul, I con- 
ceive he might just as easily perfonally influence the 
nwnds of all other his faithnil disciples ; and th^t he 
is likely to do so, expected to do so, and believed 
to do so, I collect from the avowed opinions of all 
sects and denominations of Christians, except that 
particular class to which Dr. C. belongs, (not but 
that Dr. C. himself declines asserting the contrary^ j 
that he will do so, I collect from, his own express 
declarations. 



Author of the Epistle to the HEBREWS. 

AT the foot of this Epistle, doubts are expressed 
as to the actual author of it. It is peremptorily 
said to contain " far-fetched analogies and inac- 
curate reasonings," so that it seems, it would be 
with "no small loss of fame, that it could be ascribed 
to any Apostle ; but I always observe, that those 
who regard not our Lord's death as a proper sacri- 
fice and atonement, have particular objections to 
this part of Scripture. " By whom it was written, 
they say, is uncertain. Origen says, that no one can 
tell who was the author of it. It has been ascribed 

Q > 
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to Pkul, to Barnabas, to Luke, and to Timothy r 
but ilOrigen, the most learned and inquisitive writer 
in the third century, could not discover the author^ 
it is in vain for us to attempt it, and we must be 
content to remain in ignorance.^* Now there must 
be allowed to be a possibility of some ambiguity in 
the terms written and author ; and such an ambi- 
guity seems to have led. to a misunderstanding of 
OrigerC% real sentiments. This Author rather ^ves 
it to Faul ; ' nay does so in almost express terms^ 
though he certainly says, as they state, that, " by 
whom it was written is uncertain^** or rather, as 
a learned critic renders it, " but who penned the 
Epistle, God only certainly knows/' Origen pro- 
nounces of it, that it contains ra juiv i/ou/Aola tjt 
A7roroX», " the sentiments of the Apostle^ (i. e. of 
St. Paul), but the phrase and turn of style, seem to^ 
be that of some one who committed to metnory,. 
T« si^n[jt.tv» uir« T» iiSx^xxXnx the words of the Mas- 
ter. Therefore, says he^ whatever Church holds 
this Epistle to be St. Paul's,, is to be commended on 
that account^ aulrj fu^oxijUrtiTO) %ol\ iwi rsrcp '' for^ he- 
adds, it was not without cause^ i yoip g»>tTi, tfiat the 
antients handed it down as Paul's ; and then fol- 
lows, but who wrote it, rig it i ypu^ocg, &c. that lis 
surely who penned it^ as the critic referred to, 
(^Twells) suggests; that this, was Origen^ s reat 
opinion, seems most likely from his Epistle to Afri' 
canusj cited by M///, in which he expressly avows 
it to be his intention to publish a dissertation in 

case of necessity, aq airoiu^iv t» uy»\ IlauAs TYiv fTTiff- 

T«Auv, actually to demonstrate that this Epistle is 
Paul's: he certainly also in many of his works 
cites the Epistle under the name oi Paul. As tie 
abovfe expressions of Origen are taken from Euse- 
bius's ^Ecclesiastical History, and the Editors urge 

nothing 
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nothing against the canonical authority of tMs 
Epistle^ beyond the distinctions insisted upon by 
that ancient historian ; I shall not enter further into 
the main question. Archbishop Newcome places 
the following words of Erasmus at the head of his 
notes : 

" Optime Lector, nihilo minoris velim esse tibi 
hanc Epistolam, quod a multis dubitatum sit Paul! 
essit an alterius. CertS cujuscunque est, multis 
nominibus digna est quae legatur k Christianis : et ut 
a Stylo Paulij quod ad Phrasim attinet, longi latSque 
discrepaty ita ad Spiritum et Pectus Paulinum vehemen- 
ter acceditJ^ 



HEBREWS, i. 8. 

THOUGH I must confess that I think this passage 
scarcely needs to be defended from the Socmian 
glosses, yet Dr. Twells^ in his vindication of it, prp- 
auces a parallel passage from the book of Lamen* 
tationsj that I shall here introduce, as tending in my 
opinion to corroborate the propriety of the received 
Version. The Greek of the LXX is 2u Si Yijofu (vp* 
cative of course, in the Heb. JEHOVAH) w? rpk 

Aimoc xaroixr\vuq^ i ipouog tra tic yivtotv )io^h ysvioc^m 

Mr. Middleton, in his late work on the Doctrine ^f 
the Greds. Article, very properly concludes his note 
with observing, that Eusebius in his Dem. Evang. h^s 
for • e^cx, quoted Z ®ii^ and that Wetstein^ who^ 
bias is elsewhere sufficiently manifest, csmdidly WmifSt 
at ver. 9. that 0£o? is |iere the vocative, and thfit 
the writer has called Christ by the name pf Gpd. I 
pm glad to see that since the publicatipA of his dip- 
covirse bicfpre the Utikarian Soc^, June, a 808, Dr- 
Q 3 Carpenter 
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Carpenter has seen reason to admit, that the idiom of 
the Greek forbids our rendering it, " God is thy 
throne ;" which in his discourse he had selected as 
one among the most important improved render- 
ings : he very candidly, therefore, desires his former 
remarks to be expmiged. Letters to Mr. Veyfie, In- 
trod. p. xL He at the same time, however, con- 
tends for the lower sense of Elohim^ as applied to So- 
lomon, Ps. xlv. ; but we are still at issue, as to the 
application of that term, to the Son of God^ the Logos^ 



HEBREWS, i. 11,12. 

1 FIND in Welh's Edition of the Greek text, two 
emendations in these verses, which, though not of 
much importance, yet I think even Griesbach^ but cer- 
tainly Newtome and the present Editors, might reason- 
ably have adopted, though the weight of authority 
from MSS. and versions might appear against them ; 
one of them indeed, I must say the Edkors do 
^dopt ; I notice them however more than any thing 
to show the great attention which almost a century 
ago, Dr. Wells paid to the correction of the Greek 
text, though his labours are now I thmk far less ap- 
preciated than they deserve to be; the two correc- 
tions he makes are, to add the circumflex to fiocfjt,tH7^ 
in ver. ii. in order to give it a future signification, 
(this the Improved version adopts,) and in ver. 12. to 
read aXXa^ci? for sXt^u;^ For the former, Griesbach 
rives two Uncial authorities, and for the latter one. 
The fact is, both readings particularly agree with the 
Hebrew of Psalm cii. which is not the case with the 
received text, and on this very account the learned 
Grabe had previously judged it right to rectify the pas* 
^age in the Septuagint, in his edition of that Version* 
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HEBREWS, XI. 3. 

WE have in this passage a remarkable instance oi 
the manner in which, upon occasion, the differenc-es 
between the Editors and the learned Primate may be 
slurred over. The Editors read, " By faith we un- 
derstand that the ages were so ordered by the word 
of God, that the present state of things arose not 
from what did then appear ;" for this reading they 
refer us to Wakefield and Sykes ; adding however that 
the Primate takes the .words in the popular sense, " By 
faith we understand that the worlds were framed by 
the word of God; so that the things which are 
seen, were not made of things which appeared *.** 
As the Notes of the Editors are the chief engines 
employed against us, it is fit to consult the Primate's 
Notes also as well as his Version ; they are not indeed 
aflways so friendly as we <:ouId wish, but here he 
argues the case for us, viz. 

The world2 This term is explained in the foTlauM 
htg clatisey by the things which are seen : so that it 
must be understood of the visible material worlds called 
into being by the w(?rrf oir command of God. — I must 
confess, the terms ra, Bxuroixs^a appear to me, not- 
withstanding all the endeavours of the Unitarians to 
evade their force, to determine the point against 
them. The Editors cite R&senmullery as though he 
were an evidence in their favour ; but I am very much 
mistaken indeed, if he has not a comment upon it 
expressly referring it to the material creation. 

If they will still persist in rendering ai&yva?, dispen- 
sations ; see what has been said before of the ^atnxivg 
rci}¥ aiuyuvy p. 224. 

* Supported in a great measure surely by the following read- 
ing, a Mac. vli. .2S» a.^w a-tp rc«9o»« avxQXi^etvlx m Toy ypuKv xai rn» 
yw^ Keu T« u mifnti tiofleh yrufaiy ort i| ug oiWi iveiw avk • &tH» 
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HEBREWS, xii. 26. 

ANOTHER instance similar to the above we have 
in the very next chapter, where the Apostle re- 
fers to the delivery of thp Law on Mount Sinai. 
Nothing surely can be more evident than that in 
the Jewish phraseology, (to which the Editors pro- 
fess to have a particular respect in their interpre- 
tations) he who delivered the Law on Mount 
Sinai was the Angel of the Covenant, and therefore 
the Primate himself, in his note on ver. 26. chap, 
xiL expressly observes, " This favours the supposi- 
tion, that our Lord was the Angel of the Covenant 
who presided at giving the Law/* But the Editors 
^ideavour to elude this by inserting the word God 
without any authority whatsoever in ver. 25. (iMinre 
f*n ircbfockTfiC'vto'^s Toy x»Xovvr»f which Newcome and 
others render, " See that ye refuse not Him who 
speaketh,** they render, " See that ye refuse not God 
who speaketh." That this is done with a design to 
lead Uie unlearned away from any such conclu- 
sions as would follow from a right understanding of 
the Jewish phraseology and tenets, is very evident, 
because no other cause could lead to such an altera* 
tion ; him who speaketh being quite sufficient to 
answer their ends, if the context did not strongly 
imply that Chrkt was the person alluded to through 
the whole passage. In Jewish phraseology, there-' 
fore, I shall venture to say, so far from really 
evading this conclusion they strengthen it; for if 
" Him who speaketh*' mean, as they say, God, then 
Christ is God, the Jehovah Angel *^ the Angel of 

the 

• " The Jehovah Angel of the Old Testament is no other than 
He, who in the fulnesa of time, was ia«arnate ¥7 the Holy 

Ghoft 
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the Covenant, who gave the Law and instructed the 
Prophets \ and the language of the Apostle is truly 
consistent with what the most eminent writers of 
.antient times, both Jews and Christians, believed and 
«taught^^ 

•Ghost of the Virgin Mary." See Bishop Horsley's Hosea. Aim 
Mr. Bennct, a writer whom his Lordship particularly commends^ 
obsenres^ '* Since the W5rld began^ Messiah has appeared imd^ 
•different characters, and suited to the different prevailing dispell 
^tions of the Church. During the ages preceding his incarna- 
tion, he was termed '* the Angel in whom Jehovah put his 
Name**' The Angel of his face^, who calls himself Jehovah, and 
to whom, as we see in the case of Moses and Joshua, divioe be* 
Bours were paid— -honours which created Angels, so far from de« 
raanding, are rather represented as declininj[[ ; whom the Jewish 
Church, in her latter period, termed the Mimra or Wordoi Je* 
kovah.** [Dr. Gill also in his cofnments, particularly on 6eti. xii. 
7. XV. X. and x«. 7. 10. 13. contends, that whenever there w^ 
any visible appearance x)f a divine person, under the old dispensa* 
tion, it seems to be always of the essential WORD, that was to 
"be incarnate, and who spake witli an articulate voice ; see also 
Scott's, Henry's, Goadby's, Marchant's, and Clarke's Bible, on all 
these passages.] I am almost tempted to cite Dr. Carpenter him- 
self in proof of the same point, for thus he paraphrases John, i. 3. 
^* He was the agent in all the wonderful manifestations of divine 
power and goodness, which have been made to us^ m emery one hf 
was the agent ^*' toidd a Jewish writer say this, in the Unitarian 
•ense of the terms? or could any Jew understand it ao? I must 
declare, nothing to me can appear more laboured, or more distant 
from the truth, than the Unitarian paraphrases of t^is Proem, if 
really understood as they intend them. I am happy to find frcmi 
Dr. Carpenter's Summary, that he considers the equaliiy of the 
JSon nvidi the Father, the proper Deity of the Son and his pre-exist* 
ence^ all countenanced by the j/i«^z/ translation of this introduction • 
He calls it of course a m/jtranslation ; but who that can rea<J 
■Greek is bound to believe him, upon his mere word ? Dr. C. 
iiimself does not, I conceive, expect it, since he deals otherwii* 
frith ui. 
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I PETER, ill. 19. 

THIS passage has pretty generally been thought 
to allude to an ^antecedent interposition of Christ, 
when he appeared on the earth, not incarnate, but 
as the Jehovah Angel ; and this the Primate expressly 
confirms, " by which spirit (see ver. 18.) he as the 
representative of Jehovah appeared on earth, and 
warned the old world of their guilt and impending 
punishment." Gen. vi.— " He warned, I say, the 
spirits now kept in custody, or safeguard, compare 
c. i. 5f [SvB^i Syr. in hadesy in the separate invisi- 
ble state, to the judgment of the last day ; see Bstuz^ 
Schmiditcsj and Eisner. Or, by which spirit he inspired 
Noahy and thus in effect went, [compare £Aflwi/, 
Ephe^. ii. 17.] and preached, &c.'* Such is the Pri- 
mate's own note upon the passage, and his rendering 
of ver. 19, (which the Editors indeed add,) is, " by 
which also he went and preached to the spirits now in 
prison." But the Editors Version has it, "by which 
after he was gone he preached to the spirits in 
prison." And though it is so plainly specified by the 
Aposde that the period alluded to vf2& formerly^ ttotf, 
even iv u^fpa*? Nwi, in the days of Noah, yet the 
Editors declare it was otherwise ; that the allusion to 
those days is merely in the way of comparison, and 
only means that Christ preached not to the same 
individuals, but to mien like them, in the same cir- 
cumstances, to their descendants, &c. And for this 
they cite Mr. Lindsey^ as sufficient to stand alone 
against the Primate and all those whom he cites by 
name^ not to mention the numbers of other most able 
writers who perfectly agree with him j of whom most 
particularly I must have l^ve to refey the reader to 
' the 
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die learned Witsiusy who, in lib. iv. ch. 2. of his ad- 
mirable work, the (Economia Fosderum^ §§ 8, 9, 10, 1 1. 
ably refutes Gr otitis on the very points insisted upon, 
by the Editors of the Improved Version. As to my- 
self, I have already said, that I cannot trust so im- 
plicitly to Mr. Lindsey's Criticisms a? the Editors 
seem to expect; and I hope upon this particular 
point any person capable of reading Latin will have 
wisdom enough, instead of being contented with 
Mr. Lindsey's Sequel, to consult Beza^s long and 
excellent note upon the passage, to which the Pri- 
mate (so much more properly) refers us. — Bishop 
Pearson on the Creed, fol. Edit. 112. should also 
by all means be consulted. It is the more neces- 
sary to point these things out to the reader, be- 
cause Dr. Carpenter, in ,his Letters to Mr. Veysie^ 
approves and supports the construction put upon 
these passages by the Editors of the improved Ver- 
sion ; and on this particular text ventures to assert^ 
that it can have no reference to the pre-existence 
of Christ *. I still appeal with confidence from 

♦ The Doctor contends alfo for the Unitarian sense put upon 
John, viii.'58. He insists upon it, that in th^ plain and obvious 
sense of words, the assertion I am he (which latter term is an 
interpolation of their own) refers to the time actually present, 
and not to the time before which Abraham existed. I can only 
say, if this is so, there was neither argument nor answer in the 
reply of our Lord. Bishop Pearson on the contrary says, the 
nature of the place absolutely requlreth that it should not denote a 
present being, but a priority of existence ; see him cited by New- 
come. That Bishop Pearson understood not the pla\n and obviotu 
sense of words, would be a most extraordinary inference ; yet so 
it must be if Dr. Carpenter is right. But what says the Primate^ 
who particularly cites Pearson ? he adds to the testimony of the 
latter as follows, " or there may be a reference to the name which 
God assumed, £xod. iii. 14* Ey^ f»/bi» «»; I ani He that is: 
pur Lord having been the visible Jehovah under the dispensations pre^ 
fedlng the Evangelical,** This great truth meets us so at every 

Joint, that I hope it will be duly attended to by all into whose 
ands Unitarian tracts may falL 

Dr. 
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Dn C. and Mr. Lindsey, and the improved Version^ 
to Be%a^ Pearson^ Newcome, &c.-— in proof of this 
point. As to the general interpretation of the pas- 
sage, I well know that critics have been more divided 
upon it than in regard to almost any other text of 
Scripture ; I only wish to obtain a hearing for the 
commaitators who may be cited m favour of the 
pdre-existence of Christ, in answer to those to whom 
^e Editors refer the reader with such confidence, in 
direct opposition to their clwsen model Archbishop 
N^wcome. 



2 PETER, i. I.— TITUS, ii. 13.— JUDE, v. 4. 

THOUGH when I first sent my Remarks on the 
Improved Version to the Editors of the Brit. Crit., I 
had forborne to notice the example drawn from this 
passage in illustration of Mr. Sharp's Canon, because 
the Editors had marked this book of Scripture as ^ 
disputed oney (s^e Brit. Crit. Vol. xxxiv. 171.); J^^ 
I shall how offer some remarks upon it, because in 
Dr. Carpenter's late work he has declared that my 
reliance upon that canon is alone sufficient in his eyes 
to prove the weakness of the cause I support. Much 
as the learned are obliged to Mr. Sharp (see p. 60.) 
for recalling their attention to this subject of criticism ; 
yet I am confident that pious and good man would ra- 
ther forego the distinction bestowed on him, in having 
it called his Canon, than that any ill use fhould be 
made of it : it is not Mr. Sharp's invention ; it is 
no rule of modem discovery ; it is no newly de- 
vised Canon of Criticism at all ; it is ancient \ was 
approved, and acted upon, by numbers before Mr. 
Sharp was born, or heard of. This is well known 
to the learned but not to the unlearned, and it is 

for 
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for the latter that the Unitarians are now preparing 
their books ; the real state of the case therefore 
should if possible be pointed out to them ; they 
should^ be made to understand that the old English 
e4itions are more conformable to the Greek ori- 
ginal *j see them cited upon this passage by Mr. 
Sharp as excellent testimonies in his favour. <* In 
the Righteousness that cometh cf oure God and Sa^ 
viour Jesu Christ^^ fol. edit, 1549. " Through the 
Righteousnesse of our God and Saviour Jesus Christj* 
i2mo. edit. 1595* " By the Righteoi^fnesse of our 
God and Saviour Jesus Christ^^ 4to. edit, 1599- 
** The Righteousness of Jesus Christ our God and 
Saviour, ^^ mar^n of the fol. edit. 1611. See also 
Mr. CrutweWs references (in his English Bible with 
Bishop Wilson's notes) to the Versions of Wickliffe^ 
Coverdale, Matthews, Cranmer, the Bishops s Bible, 
Geneva, and Rhenish Bibles, for the reading " of 
our God and Saviour Jesus Christ.'* The ^kme 
author refers to Doddridge, Wesley, Scattergood, 
and Purver ; (to the above Mr. Middleton adds 
Tindal.) What strange work it is, after this, to re- 
present it as any new prop lately adopted in aid of 

* '* As far as the Greet merely h concerned, it ia admitted thi* 
it is a justifiable reading." Carpenter's Letters to Veysie, 49. — A a 
far as the Greek is concerned ! Then, *' our God and Saviour Jesus 
Christ/* is also justifiable undoubtedly, as far as the English is 
concerned. Btltif the Greek of Greek writers, and the English 
of English writers must^ to be made into sense, undergo the 
revision and correction of Dr. Carpenter, then, before we may 
trust to either, we must need all go to school again to Dr. C. I 
wish ftot to be rude ; but indeed, I cannot give up both Greek 
and English to Dr. Carpenter, when he admits that our sense is 
justified by the idiom ot either language ; his concession is com- 
plete as far as the precise language of Scripture is concerned. He 
admits as much abio with regard to Rom. ix. 5. In his Summaiy, 
however, p. loo. he expressly calls the rendcriiig of 2 Peter, i. !• 
m. unjusttfiaiU rendering ; this is not fair. 

the 



Digitized by 



Google 



236 Remarks on the improved ^ 

the Trinitarian cause. It appears to be an old esta^ 
Wished canon *, that has been departed from, and 
which therefore deserves to be recalled to the 
notice of mankind. New translators are the very 
people we have to fear, as has been the case before : 
I shall give two instances of it, which may at once 
serv6 to show a striking correspondence between 
the present and former times, and the importance 
long ago attached to the canon on a .similar oc- 
casion. Dr. Twells, to whom I have often before 
referred, thu§ comments then on the New Ver- 
sion that appeared in his days, viz. 1729. 2 Pet., 
i. I, " It is observable,'* says he, " that the absence 
of the article before Iwr^jpo? makes it evident, that 
God and Saviour are both one person^ as above, 
Tim. ii. 13: — but notwithstanding xh^ New Version 
makes them two, " through the veracity of God and 
cf Jesus Christ.** 2 Peter, iii. 18. we have the very 
same construction, iv p^a^firt x^tt yuoo<ru m Kvpn^ lifAuy 
xa» fl-wTtipof It]<ra Xf »r». Here both Grotius and our 
translator make but one person spoken of. And 
the most probable reason of this exposition, 
ivhere the construction is perfectly similar^ is, that they 
are willing to own Jesus Christ for their Lord^ but 
unwilling to admit him for their God ; wJiilst the Scrip- 
ture in these passages alike declares both or neither. 
Our translator, to make sure work with the place be- 
fore us, has dropt the words ^ijiawv x«i ^taryi^oi in his 
Version, plainly because they favoured the orthodox 
sense of the place.*' 

The comment of the «ame learned writer t on 

Tit. 

* Mr. Sharp's principal rule must always be understood. 

f Dr. Twells is particularly mentionea by Wolfius, as agree- 
ing with Bishop Bull, Calvin, and Vitringa, in supporting this 
lease of lit. ii. 13. Wolfius's own remark is very strong to 

th<> 



Digitized by 



Google 



Version of the New TestamenU 257 

Tit. H. 13. to which he refers in the above, is as 
much to the purpose." 

" Expecting the blessed Hope and glorious ap- 
pearance of our great God and Saviour Jesus 
Christ."—" This is the literal rendering of the Greek, 

IntTH Xpifss. So that Jesm Christ is here called the 
great God. But the new interpreter gives us a 
different version thus, the glorious appearance of the 
supreme God and of our Saviour Jesus Christ. But 
first tvifapux is an expression never applied to the 
Father, (though Grotius affirms it without any 
proof,) but only to the glorious and last coming pf 
the Son*. Secondly, there is no article before 
ZwTtjpof, as there would have been if the Saviour had 
been a diffisrent person from the Supreme God, and 
therefore they are both the same. Grotius indeed 
upon this occasion tells us, that the article is often 
omitted by St. Paul, where it regularly should be 
expressed ; but he neither does nor can pf oduce one 
instance of such omission, where it endangers the 
confounding of two distinct persons, so that Tit. i. 4. 
is no exception to us, because 7raTf>»^ being added 
to Bis prevents 2^11 possible mistake, though the 

the purpofe. *' Articulus ra praemittendus fuisset voci (ranr.por. 
Tit. ii. 13. siquidem hie a jM-i^aAw ©et, distingui debuisset." 
Drusius also on the same text says, ^* oon solum Deus, sed 
ctiam Deus Magnus vocatur hie Christus." See the 3d Appendix 
to the 3d Edit, of Sharp on the Greek Article. 

Basil, cmtra Eunom, See Wordsworth's Letters ; see also his 
citation from the Homilies of Chrysostom, p. 80. 

Mr. Wordsworth's authorities for the reading of this passage^ 
as amended by Mr. Sluup, are so very numerous and particu- 
lar, that I confess I am astonished how it can be any longer 
doubted : those who haye not read his book ought to know 
that he produces no less than 54 Greek authorities for it, ex- 
tending from the fecond to the 12th Century, a period of nearly 
A thousand years. 

article 
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mrtiile be omitted ; but in the passage before us, the 
article is necessary to the sense of the New Version^ 
and therefore would certainly have been inserted, if 
any such sense had been intended." 

It is certamly somewhat remarkable, but perfectly 
true, that the book from whiich I make the above 
extracts, though long known to the learnt, did 
not only not come into my possession, till long after 
my Remarks in the Brit. Crit. had been printed, on 
which Dr. Carpenter has commented so severely, but 
actually not till after I had procured his own book in 
which his censure of me appears, and in which he. 
. ^eaks of Mr. Sharp's Canon as though all the 
Trinitarians were eagerly catching at it, as the last 
hope of their cause ; a cable newly thrown out to 
them when in the very act of ^king. Let the world 
then judge whether this be so. Seventy-four years 
^go it appears the same Canon was applied *, under 
tKocily the same circumstances ^ viz. in reproof of a 
too venturesome translator ; and had it been so 
manifest a proof of a weak cause, as Dr. C. would 
insinuate it to be, how shall we account for the Urn- 
tarians not having made a greater progress in the 
interval that has elapsed ? How shall we account for 
their extreme jealousy of Mr. Sharp's interference of 
late, except that they are afraid of his own refe- 
rences to ancient *oersimsy and long established au- 
thorities? 

It is h\}Xfair to add one more comment from the 
same lesurned writ^, on another passage which the 
present Editors have converted to their own pur- 
poses, Hz. Jude, ver. 4. . " The New Text, says 

♦ Ste alflo JoneB on tbe Trimtyj^ Art. XIIl. XL, a hit cditiott 
^ vdttck WM jmUkhed 43 years a^. 
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Dr« 7W///| runs thus : top fMt^v tirvomyf 9fop xai Kvr 
fiov rifjiM¥ Intr^y X^iroy a^pufAtuoi : denying cmr onl^ 
Master, God and Lord, Jesus Christ." But such 
a literal translation hurts Arianism; (the Author 
had not to do with perfect Unitarians ;) " for which 
reason,** (he proceeds,) the translator .takes leave 
of the text, and gives us his own English prejudicfi^ 
** And renounce,** says he, " their only Masler, 
and Jesus Christ our Lord.** First, he puts in the 
word their J to which nothing answws in the Greeks 
next he overlooks ©fo^ in his Version*. Lastly^ 
he makes Sar'Tr^iriw denote God the Father^ though 
Grotius explains it of the Son, and tlje parallel pfatcOt 
2 Pet. ii. I, makes this explication necessary, for there 
it is said of this very sort of men, thsU: they deny 
Tov ayopa^«yT« aura^ SifTirQrnvy their Master that bought 
or redeemed them. 

The present Editors, I must confess, upon these 
points, have done all they could to puzzle me. First, 
they render the passage in Jiide, " denying the only 
Sovereign, ^id our Lord Jesus Christ.** Which is 
completely open to the correftion of the criticism 
above. But in referring to 2 Peter ii. i, which Dr. 
Twells calls a parallel passage, and in which he 
concludes it to be indisputable that innromjf is pre- 
dicated of Jesus Christ, I not only find the whole 
Chapter marked by the Editors as spurious, con- 
trary to Griesbach and Newcame^ their two prime 

* Oew la certainly omitted in MSS. of high authority, 1>ut 
Mr. Shairp has siiown that this would not alter the case \ kdeed 
it would not, according to the argument of the greatest adver-^ 
saries of the canon ; for they contend so strongly for the exclifc- 
aive application of the term hawolv^i; to the Father, that if hvrn^v 
alone can be shown to be connected with 1tv^^Qv, i. x. the case 
is proved, and the omission of Ofoy only makes it more^ 
evident. • ' y 

6 authorities. 
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authorities^ but I find them rendering it, the Sovereign 
Lard who bought them^ and informing us in their note 
that Dr. Whitby interprets this of God the Father, 
who only is called Aio-jtottj^ in the New Testament. 
Dr. Whitby's comment is not much to the purpose, 
and I wonder at the Primate's noticing it as he 
does ; to refer to Deut. xxxii. 6. and Exodus, xv. 
i6. as a passage at all correspondent to i Cor, vi. 20, 
is sufficient at once to invalidate all the criticism. 
In the latter a price is spoken of, and the term is 
«y«^a(r6»ili ; in the former texts no price is alluded to, 
ana the Hebrew term is far more general *. As to 
Aioircln?, surely. Parkhurst's Lexicon must have been 
at their command, who defends Grotius against 
Clarke upon this ; and by whorii in my opinion 
texts enough are adduced to prove that A£<r^oTn^ is 
6y no means exclusively applied to the Father, cer- 
tainly to Christ also, and the Holy Ghost. Let their 
objections, however, to this reference be what they 
may, I would leave the case to their own arbitra- 
tion. They often refer to Locke as a favourite 
commentator, and are very ready to adopt his rea- 
sonings againft the notions of any compensation 
being made to God by the death of Christ, in the 
way of ransom or atonement. One of Lockers 
principal arguments is put into the form of a ques- 
tion, " -If any one will persist in maintaining that 
an equivalent price was paid, I desire him to con>^ 
sider to whom?** and he insists upon it, that it 
must be to Satan^ to whom we were in bondage.^ . 
Now we would ask the Editors to whom they ima- 
gine the price was paid for those whom our 5^ 
vereign Lord is said in their Version to have bought,, 

* See Gen. iv. i.— besides in Exodus, xv. 16. ; Deut. xxxiju 
6 ; the LXX have tntn^i and imj^olc. 

meamng; 



Digitized by 



Google 



Verswn dftbt Neiu Testament. 241 

mcaniilg God the Father*^ ? True it is they convert 
this hitb a figurative expression, telling us that it 
means only, " the providing means for their deliver- 
ance from idolatry and vice ;'* but how could this 
be expressed by so incongruous a trope as that of 
buying them ? St, Paul fturly tells us, i Cor. vi. io. 
that we ar6 bought with a price j and our Lord him- 
self assured Us, that he came into the world to 
give his life a ransom for many. Surely we have no 
right to say that all these expressions are intended 
to^ convey a meaning totally contrary to the pay- 
ment of any price, or ransom, or equivalent ; I say 
totally contrary, for what can be more contrary 
than a purchase, without a price paid. The term 
ayopa^w I think I may venture to say is never ap- 
plied by the sacred writers of the New Testament, 
except where a proper purchase is intended. It is 
Gometimes certainly rendered by the term redeem^ 
as in the famous passage referred to below, Rev. v. 
9. ; but there also the very price of our redemption 
is mentioned J the expression is very strong, and 
comprehends every pomt, yiya^Mouii TH 0£n ^y^ocn 

Redemption may be used for buying, because a 
price may be generally included, but buying can- 
not generally be used for redemption, and I thank it 
is not a good raidering in the two passages cited by 
Whitby, viz. Exod. xv. 16, and Deut. xxxii. 6. 
I have an old English Bible now before me, in which 
nothing appears either of the term bought or pur* 
€based^ but the Hebrew is rendered far more con- 
^ently with the general use of the verb Hip. It 
is often, indeed, used in the proper sense of buying, 

♦ Attend to the disputed reading of Acts, xx. 28, the Church 
of God^ which he Ioa purchased with his own blood. 

R where 



Digitized by 



Google 



342 Remarfis on the improved 

where a price is included^ as Gen. xxt. io. ; xlvii* 
22. ; xlix. 30* ; Joshua, xxiv. 32. ; 2 Sam. xii. 3, kc% 
But in regard to the two passages above, the terms 
bought and purchased can only be applied figuratively ; 
in Buxtorf 's Concordance, the first text will b^ 
found under acqmsivisti^ the latter under possessor 
aut lEanptor \ the first term of these two is prefer* 
able* My old Black Letter Version reads, " is he 
pot thine Owner^* with reference no doubt to the 
Peculium, which H JpO signifies, commonly express* 
ed by VjD. The term bought then seems proper, 
2 Pe(er iL i. And if they admit that it was our 
Sovereign Lord who bought us, whjch they do by 
their Version^ I leave it to them to extricate them* 
selves from the two dilemmas they seem to have 
fallen into; first, the one suggested by Locke, to 
whom was the price paid? And, secondly, who 
bought us in any sense of the word but Christ; 
consistently with the language of St. Paul, i Con vi; 
20. and the positive declarations of our Lord him- 
self? Matth. XX. 28. Mark, x. 45. See also Ads, 
|cx. 28. Rev. V. 9. and i Peter, ii. 5. where we 
read, *' a purchased people,** as the Editors pro- 
perly enough render Xao^ ug ^c^ i^oifi<nk. I shall only 
observe further, that the rendering adopted by the 
JEditors would exactly reconcile the Evangelist and 
the Prophet, John, xix. ^y. Zechariah, xii. lo, 
** And again,** saith the Evangelist, " another Scrip- 
ture saith, they shall look on him whom they 
pierced.** The Scripture alluded to is beyond all 
doubt Zechariah, xii. lo. ; where we read in the 
original, as contended for by most eminoit writers, 
and which cannot, I thinks be fairly evaded ; " And 
they shall look upon ME whom they have pierced,*' 
Hrhich words were spoken by THE LORD (JE- 
HOVAH.) See ver. 4. Or if we would go a little 

further 
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further back, namely, to ver, i, most evidently by 
the mn* n:in, the Verbum Jehova, or WORD of 
GOD. So that the case would stand thus ; (if I 
go a step beyond the exact words of Scripture as it 
Se$ before me^ and the rendering of the Improved 
Version, I surely lay mysdtf open to detection) ; the 
Prophet delivers to ]us, " the burden of the WORD 
of the LORD (JEHOVAH.) Thus saith the X^/v^ 
(the Sovereign Lord undoubtedly for it is in the 
ori^al mn* ) wliich stretcheth forth the heavens, 
and layeth Ae foundation of the earth, and formeth 
the spirit of man within him/* "I wiU pour upon 
the House of David, and upon the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem, the Spirit of Grace and of supplicationSt 
and they shall look upon me whom they have pierced, 
and they shall mourn for him* as one mourneth for 
his only son/' This is the Scripture vrfiich St. Joha 
tells us was fulfilled in the first instance at the crucif 
fixion of our LORD Jesus Christ. It is probably, 
also, that very Evangelist, who says exactly the same 
of t4^ future advent of Jesus Christ, " him who 
loved us and washed us from our sins in his own 
blood,** R^v. i. 5. " Behold he Cometh with clouds, 
and every eye shall see him, and diey also that pierced 

♦ I shall make no other remark upon this change of persons, 
than to observe, that according to all that I have laid down in 
the former part of these Remarks, the Angelas Redemptor 
must be understood as one with JEHOVAH. It would surely, 
therefore, be taking no undue advantage tq insist upon tlgys 
conformity in the Prophets expressions, tor it occurs elsewhere. 
See Isaiah ,xxxiv. 16, and Jones on the Trinity, p» 2 14, (HP thfe 
be objected to, others might be produced,) very particularly 
Malachi, iii. i. j seep. 6. of these Remarks. The Jews them- 
pelves applied this passage to the Messias, not however witlv- 
0ut some efforts to avoid the force of the original. See Bishop 
Pearton an the irth Art. <rf the Creed, foL 201 ; see idso Grotws^ 
i^>te8 on the Flace> ^d Bishop Chandlers De&act of Chrim* 
anity, &c. ' . 

R 2 him,'* 
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him," ver. 7. This is the Evangelist who tells us the 
WORD of God was made flesh and' dwelt among 
us, that Word which was in the beginning with 
God, &c. } in short the Verbum Jehova in Jewish 
Phraseology, which is equivalent to Jehovah, the 
Soveragn Lord of all, whom the Editors admit, in 
thar rendering of 2 Peter, ii. i.— •" bought us^* ^^ 
but it is the concurrent testimony of all the books 
of the New Testamait, nay it is the very assertion 
of Christ Jesus himself, that He bought us, or in his 
own words, that he gave his life a ransom for many, 
Matth. XX. 28. Mark, x. 45, which St. John tells us 
in the Reveladons, was '* buying us to God by his 

blood,'' — nyopflKraf . 

I feel that I ought still to add what Dr. Carpenter 
says upon this subject, and which bad escaped my 
notice. " Gal. iil 131 * Christ has redeemed^ 
ignyofoM-fy, us from the curse of the law, becommg 
a curse for us.* The word rendered redeemed^ says 
the Doctor, might justly have been rendered bou^t 2^ 
and, figuratively speaking, the death of our Saviour 
was a price^ in as much as it was the grand means 
by which Gospel blessings were diffused ; the rest 
was the immediate agency of difine power commu«» 
nicated to him ; that it wa^ not Mterally a pricef is 
obvious^; for this would imply a seller^ and as* 
6uredly we were not bought ^^« God but to God ; 
fiee Rev. v. 9.** — He adds in a note, these remarks 
will, it is apprehended, fully explain corresponding 
phraseology, in i Cor. vi, 20. yii. 25 5 j Peter, i. 1 8.; 
Rev. V. 9. In 2 Pet. i. i. we find the expression, 
** even cknyihgthe Lord, htrwojnu, that bought them.*' 
*" The appellation ^^o-totji^. Sovereign Lord, being 
appropriate to God, this passage must be referred 
■to him; comp. Exod. xv. 16; Deut. xxxii. 6.; on. 
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€tie mode of expression ; see Taylor*s Key, § xii — 
xv/* I have no opportunity of consulting this work. 
As to itvwoTJiq bmg appropriate to God, I deny 
it not ; but that it is exclusively s^propriate to the 
Father, I do deny ; I have alr^y r^erred to Pkrk. 
hurft. I think among the passages adduced by him 
to show that the title is given to me Son, Rev. vi. 10. 
is perfectly in point, and Jude 4, (even, I should 
thmk, so as to satisfy Unitarians, since Oiop is to be 
-expimged) ; J«(nroTii? besides is sometimes the r^der- 
ing in the LXX, for 3nj{, and therefore peculiarly 
applicable to the Adonai of the Temple ; see before. 
To pay a price for the redemption of things or per- 
sons, is literally buying them; (see Erasmus and 
Grotius as cited by Leigh in his Crit. Sacn voc. 
AiroXwTf«<r»^.) To whom the price was paid I leave 
-the Unitarians to settle. The learned Henry Taylor 
says, Christ obtained of God the Father the power 
of saving us, as a reward for his obedience and suf- 
ferings ; I conceive, therefore, that the price was paid 
4:0 God the Father, to whom undoubtedly our fives 
were forfeited under the curse of the Law ; see 
Doddridge on Gal. iii* 13. If it should seem strange 
that God should be made the agent on both sides, I 
can only explain it in the words of St. Paul, viz. 
" Now all things are of God, who was in Christ 
reconciling the world to himselfi** which if it does 
not satisfy Unitarians, I cannot help it. 
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I JOHN, V. 7. 

I TIMOTHY, Hi. 16. 

rr is particularly mj intendon to say bat litde 
upon these two passages, because so v^ much has 
been said by others, and I have made remarks upon 
diem in my introduction. The subject is fully dis* 
cussed in the Eclectic Review, for March, iSop. 
The strong testimony of Mattbai to the reading 
of Bw in the latter passage, has lately been no- 
ticed in the Brit. Crit» see Vol. xxxiv. 387. The 
evidence of Chrysostom^ Cyril^ and Tbeodorety is to 
be seen in Pearson on the Creed, fol. Edit. p. 128. 9 
the notes there deserve to be examined as appli- 
cable to other parts of this Tract. I lament having 
been totally unable to consult a Treatise highly 
commended by Mr. Sharp, I .mean Dr. Velthmen*s 
Observations. The Editors discard Bi^^^ and as they 
decidedly adopt the reading of OSy the third read- 
ing, £<pav<f«9»j, need not be noticed here. . I would 
only observe, that by rendering •f, " Jfe nvh^*^ 
they deprive us of one relation it has been supposed 
to bear, and in which sense it would fwly restore 
to us the word Gfo;, which would become its regular 
antecedent. Professor Cramer adopts this construc- 
tion of the passage j see Eclectic Review. Many 
doubts seem to exist as to the grammatical propriety 
. of the rendering adopted by the Editors ; but I must 
acknowledge that an Unitarian writer in the Theo- 
logical Repository, for May, 1809, who signs him- 
self PrimitivuSf has produced so many strong passages 
from Scripture in favour of the definite signification 
of the relative pronoun, Aat I cannot but agree with 
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faim* Dr. Carpenter commends this writer in hisi 
Lettefs to Mr. Veysie, with great reason as I think, 
and repeats his references. But if •; be here used 
definitely, v^ the passage relates to Christ, and I am 
therefore mlly satisfied to explain it, by such other 
parts of Scripture as apply particularly to our Lord, 
e^)6cially in the writings of St. John, who so ex- 
pressly describes the manifestation in the flesh ^ of 
the divine Logps^ The Word^ says St. John, was 
made fieshy (or became flesh, or was flesh, which 
latter the Editors prefer, but which I think makes 
no diflrerence;)and dwelt amon^ usy i John, i. 14. ; 
and we have se^ his glory — sfavt^uiviy He was 
manifestedy i John, iii. 5, 8. iv. 2, and came in the 
fleshy who was the Son of GOD, the Word, the 
Angel of the Covenant, &c. Whitby has well shown 
by such a reference to parallel passages, how neces- 
sary it is to conclude our Saviour to be the subject 

* This mamfettation in the jUsby appears to the Editors to 
imply no more than that Chnst was " a real msHy and proper 
human Beingy^ against the Gnostics and Docets. But surely it 
vas a most aukward way of showing against the DocetMy that 
a mere man was actually a man, to say he was manifested in the 
Jhsb ; aad i^gainst the Gnosticsy just as aukward a way of proving, 
that the person appearing as man, was not united to a super-ang^t 
Being ; we must suppose them saying to the latter, Jesus Christ 
was not, as you Suppose, a super*angelic Being united to a man at 
Us baptism, (see Carpenier*^ Letters to Veysiey 93,) but a mere 
man Uke yourselves, manifested in the flesh ; and to the Docettsy 
Jesus Christ was not as you think, a super-angelic Being that; 
assumed only the appearance of a human body, but actually a 
^rfect man, manifested in the flesh ; which expression all the while 
IS really the fittest that could have been applied to intimate what 
both believed, viz. that the human body of Jesus, either actually 
or in appearance, was assumed for particular purposes, by a si^* 
rior Being. Dr« C. allows that Rom. viii. 3. admits of a conveni- 
ent interpretation on the pre-existent scheme, and the expression, 
viz. '^ in the Ukeness of sinful flesh," more countenances the opinion 
of the Gnostic christians, that Christ was a man in appearance 
only. See his Letters, p, 239. 
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of the terms used; and if so, the proof of his divinity 
depends on Qiany other te^ts, besides the one before 
us *, which ijs certainly the case also with the other 
passage, i John, v. 7. which I confess I had much 
rather resign at once than be supposed to rest my. 
jaith upon it; and I should hope that I have adr 
vanced enough already to show that the rejection (^ 
the passage by the present Editors does not, in my opi- 
nion at least, leave the doctrine it is supposed to con- 
tain at all defenceless ; but that the substance of it 
1^ to be found elsewhere, to the sufficient proof of 
ther^ being THREE that bear record in Heaven^ the 
FATHER, the WORD, and the HOLY SPIRIT, 
and that these THREE are ONE ; see Jones's Catb* 
Doctr. of the Trinity. The note, upon the probable 
spuriousness of the text, is fair and cancUd ; the 
weight of the external evidence against it is, un^ 
doubtedly, in the present state of things^ so str(»ig, 
that the Editors could not have been expected to 
admit it. They reject it, however, without any in- 
decent expressions of triumph t, and I shall not go. 
out of my way to defend it, as though they had done 
us any serious injury. I shall only observe, that I 
cannot help still entertaining a suspicion, as well as- 
the learned Reviewer of IDt. Whitens Greek Testa- 
ment (See Brit^ Crit. Vol. xxxiv, p. 387,) that the 
controversy ig not yet completely closed, though I 
have no opportunity of consulting the works tihere 
dted. 

♦ [See Dr. Laurence's new work on Griesbach's Classification 
of MSS. p. 7a. where good' reason is given for" questioning^ 
Griesbach> authorities as to the various readings of this passage.] 

t [In the reply to Dr. Magee, however, in the Monthly Ret 
pository for August | Si 3, the author of which is said to be Mr. 
BiUham himself, the principal Editor of the Imfrvoed Version^ it 
is very rudely called " an impious forgery,** winch it has certainly 
never been proved to be. J 
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REVEI^ATION. 

THE two last chapters of this feublime book de^ 
mand particular attention. Nothing can possibly be 
more magnificait than the account here given of the 
consummation of all things, particularly the end of 
the Gospel dkpensation. I was happy to find this 
surprising bopk cordially received by the Editors as 
autfaei^c; their note upon this subject at the be- 
ginning is valuable. It has been long known th^t 
^cmle of the strongest argum^ts in favour of the 
divinity of Christ, have be^ drawn from hence, par- 
^ularly in regard to the marked appropriation of 
certain of the highest titles of the Deity to, the per* 
son of the Redeemer. To this particular pointy 
rfierefore, I shall chiefly confine my Remarks, tl 
that glorious appearance of the Saviour of the world 
represented in the xxiid Chapter, 12, 13. we find him 
dc^ribed as thus addressmg John — " Behold I 
will come quickly : and my reward will be with m^ 
to give imto every man according as his work shall be. 
I am alpha and omega^ the beginning and the end^ ihe^rst 
and the /^/.'' In this passage diere is no material 
jdifficuity arising fronl the various readings ; some 
transposition of the latter words, and a partial omis^ 
sion of the ro A xa* TO XI, but not of weight enough 
to justify their rqection. It seems scarcely possible 
to fuppose them not to be spoken of the person of 
the Redeemer, though possibly with a reference also 
po his office and ministry. But the present Editors 
^how a manifest disposition to weaken this evidence 
as much as possible. ' They certainly do not mean 
peranptorily to deny that these expressions apply 
particularly to Christ, because they add a note to 
jBxplain them of the dispensation of the Gospel solely; 
J)!Ut because the Primate had thought it necessary to 
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introduce the words* saith Jesus^ after behold, here 
and in ver. 7, they are careful to point out to then* 
readtfs, that this is an interpolation, ** without any 
authority frpm the text." Surely Aen they would 
infer that the words were spoked in the very per. 
son of the Angel ; but this cannot be their inten^ 
tion, because they do nqt seem to admit the Angel 
here to be an Angel. " I Jesus have sent mine 
Angel/* verse 16, signifies, it seems, " I Jesus 
have sent this Messenger of mine, i. e. John :** for 
this Mr, Wai^efield is cited ; but as this gentleman, 
jiotwithstanding his great learning, is candidly ac- 
Imowledged by a celd)rated Unitarian, to have been, 
gt timeSi " guided by theological prepossessions, rather 
than by a spirit of sound criticiMn,*' (see Carpenter's 
letters to Veysie, p. 16 ; Mr. Jones seemfe to think 
still worse of his criticisms; see Appendix to his 
Illustrations, No. 4.) surely this bias had a great 
effect upon him in this instance, for that there was 
an Angel sent to John, John himself as plainly de- 
clares as possible, ver. 8. Indeed they only em- 
barrass the question unnecessarily, for they admit 
that an Angel spoke in the former part of the Chap- 
ter, and are particularly eager to take advantage of 
^chbishop Newcome on this very account; the 
Primate thus ^renders, yer. 6, 7. ** Then the Angel 
said unto me, theae words are worthy of belief and 
|rue : and the Lord God of the spirits of the Pro- 
phets has sent his Angel to show his servants the 
things which must shortly come fo pass ;'* " for, 
behold, saith Jesus, I will come quickly : happy is 
he who keepeth the words of the Prophecy of this 
book/* Then the Improved Version proceeds m 
lexact agreement with the Primate, ^ and I Jbha 
saw these things, and heard them, and when I bad 
jiieajd and seen, I fell down to .worship b^ore the 
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feet of the Angel who showed me these things, then 
he saith unto me, * see thou do it not : I am a fel- 
low servant, &c/ Here they introduce the follow- 
ing brief but pregnant note. " Observe, that if Jesus 
is the speaker in ver. 7, he is also the speaker here.^* 
That is, in other words, mark the rashness of the 
learned Primate ; he ventures, without any authority 
from the text, to introduce the words saifh Jesus^ 
which of course ought to be noticed as a trick, calcu- 
lated to make you fancy that Jesus is the alpha and 
omega^ the Lord God cf the Spirits of the Prophets^ 
who had sent an Angel to John as his representative 1 
be sure then we are not for expunging this saitb 
Jesus, at least from ver. 7, for by this means we 
may fairly turn the tables upon the Archbishop, and 
insist upon it that Jesus actually describes himself t6 
be a mere fellow'servant of John. 

Now this is certainly ingenious enough, but by 
no means ingenuous ; the words saith Jesus^ are un- 
doubtedly not in the text. The Primate introduces 
diem by way of supplying what to him appeared to 
be as plainly as possible intended ; they do not 
deny his inference, except by an appeal to the tex^ 
but they take advantage of the very words, to turn 
them against himself 5 for the Archbishop most in- 
disputably intended, as may be seen from his own 
notes, to intimate,' that it was an Angel, who ad- 
dressed John as the Messenger and representative of 
Jesus, sometimes speaking in his own person, some- 
times in that of him who sent him, as is and must be 
the case with all representatives, and that it was be- 
cause he only represented the Redeemer, that he de- 
clined the homage offered to him, which offer in it- 
sdf K, in my estimation, a direct proof, that the Pri- 
mate's saith Jesus is rightly introduced, and th^t 
when he spoke in the very words of him who sent 

him. 



Digitized by 



Google 



15^ R^fftarks on the improved 

him, viz. the LORD GOD of -the Spirits of the 
Prophets, L e. the blessed Jesus, {see ver^e i6.) John 
fell down to worship him, as (for instance) the very 
Angel of the Covenant. The conduct of the Angel 
tends to confirm the same interpretation, being ^ 
plain argument that he judged it necessary to explain, 
that though sometimes he spake as his principal, he 
was still but a representative of the Redeemer, a 
" fellow-servant ** with John. 

But the Archbishop's " saith Jesus^^ in both 
passages, has the consent and approl)ation of numer- 
ous commentators; even Grotius says, Acycuy should 
be understood, ver. 7, before J« i/»x<Y*** '^^X^> ^®" 
ferring to th& Kv^ioi i 0f o( rm xiftvfMH^h ver. 6, which 
is equivalent, be tells us, to Jehovah, and he says 
such a mode of speaking is common with the Pro* 
phets * } and in the 2d instance, though he begins 
somewhat higher than the Primate, viz. ver. 10, 
he observes, ** Sequitur hie dialogus inter Domi- 
num Jesum et Johannem, non appositis personarum 
nominibust sed qua facile ex verbis subintelliguntur^ 
Hie loqui incipit Jesus.** I might cite abundance 
more, but Grotius is an authority they ar^ partial 
to ; I cannot, however, refrain from adding JBeza*s 
proposed ^qidment, which is certainly a plausible 
one, though I had rather the text should stand as it 
is, that we may appear to take no unwarrantable ad- 
vantages whatsoever, or to be under any necessity of 
altering the present most approved reading. Beza 
Tfimself suspects some trick has been played in the 
transposition of the verses of Ch. xxii. ; be this as it 
may, his arrangement is worth mentioning. 

♦ On Ch. i. 18, he bbserves, *' Per8on» loquentes interduw 
subticentur ;'* and he particularly refers to the en4 pf the |>ook 
f(^ instances. 

He 
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He dwells upon the extreme caution of the Angel 
in guarding againft the mistake into which John had 
£dlen, and the earnestness with which he had de- 
clined the homage of the latter, taking such especial 
care to distinguish between Christ and himself: he 
thinks^ therefore, he could scarcely so soon afterwards 
venture again to speak in the person of Christ : his 
words are strong : ** Nee enim nisi admodum vio- 
lenter existimari possit hie angelus loqui in mittentis 
Christi person^, a qu& paulo ante sese tam expresse 
discreverit, non sustinens adorari ;" he proposes, 
therefore, to read it thus : putting the 14th verse in . 
the place of the 1 2tlL 

1 2. Blessed are they that do his commandments, 
that they may have right to the tree of life, and may 
enter in through the gates into the city. 

13. Without shall be (erunt B.) dogs, and sorcerers, 
and fornicators and murderers, and idolaters, and who- 
soever loveth and maketh a lie. 

Here he terminates the address of the jingely and 
proceeds : 

Ver. 14. I Jesus have sent mine Angel to testify 
unto you these things in the Churches. I am tl^ 
root and offspring of David, and the l^ight morning* 
star. 

1 5. I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the 
end, the first and the last. 

16. And, Behold I come quickly, and my reward is 
With me to give to every man according as his work 
shall be. . 

17. And the Spirit and the Bride, &c. Beza ac- 
knowledges, that he was led to suspect some artful 
transposition of these verses from the expression in 
v«*. 14. : Blessed are ^ey that do his command- 

' ments ; which, if spoken by Jesus himself, or in his 
person, should be my commandments. The Pri- 
mate 
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toaxe renders k, " God's commandments,*' which 
the Editors are careful enough to notice. They do 
not, however, notice another circumstance that de- 
serves to be mentioned, namely, that there is a 
various reading of this pas^ge, which the learned 
Wells thinks well Plough supported to take into 
his text ; he reads it, instead or oi wfuwynq rmq eifro- 
Xmt o^vlv. Of irAuvorrff rot,q foXcci ccvrmj ** Blessed are 

they that wash their garments, that they may have 
rights &c," It seems, that the Vtdgate not only 
has *' Beati qui lavant stolas stias^ but adds, by way 
of interpretation, in sanguine agni^ which carries us 
back immediately to Ch. vii. 14, where we read of 
the blessed^ that they will consist of those who, 
firXwav retf roX»i avrwf — sv tm etifixri t» apm : now 
considering that there are other res{>ect^e authori-* 
ties for this reading, the Alexandrian MS. among 
others, I think Dr. Wells did not do amiss to take 
it into his text ; and Griesbach, who of course con- 
firms all that is said above, marks it in hk margin as 
a lectio speciosa *. 

After all, the change of persons in such addresses, 
mn appositis personarum nomimbusj as Grotius ex- 
presses it, is so conunon a circumstance in the pro-^ 
phetic writings, that it can be no difficult matta* to 
distinguish what may fairly be supposed to be spoken 
in the person of the Sender^ or of the Sent ; the 
Principal or the Representative. I conceive that 
very few could really doubt that the terms, saith 
Jesus f ought to be understood at ver. 7, and ver. iix.; 

* Grotius also particularly takes notice of it, but has anbther 
method of getting rid of the difficulty attendkig ao1» for he 
thinks Johnhere, m his own person, addresses his readers* So 
that there he would introduce, ** saith John,** which would be al- 
l6wable from his opinion of the prophetic style* 

and 
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tad perhaps also elsewhere; and that the Angel 
may as reasonably be introduced^ ver. i^ and va:. 69 
which the Primate has taken care to do, thougii 
likewise widiout any positive authority from & 
text*. 

But the expression, •* I am Alpha and Omega^ 
the beginning and the end^*' occurs also in the pre* 
ceding Chapter, xxi. 6. Upon this passage the 
Primate observes, " The words are understood of 
the Father,** Chap. i. 8. ; and of the Son, Chap, xxii* 
13. But in this particular place, of whom are they 
supposed to be spoken ? No doubt the Editors will 
naturally think, that ** He who sat on the throne,*' 
Chap. xxi. ver. 5, will pass at once for God the Fa* 
ther. Therefore we find no notes of explanation 
here ; and yet the Primate corrects Vitringa^ who 
would have it, " Vox est Dei Platris.'* I rather sup- 
pose, saith he, that the Great Representative of Jif* 
bovah is hete meant, referring us most reasonably 
to Chs^. XX. II.: ** I saw a great white throlie^ 
and Him who sat on it ;** i. e. says the Primate^ 
Christ the Judge of all, ver. 1 2, and so it seems cer^ 
tainly to be ; so Grotius understands it, and many 
others. 

Dr. Carpenter seems to think it of much impor* 
tance to the cause of Unitarianism ; that according 
to the Improved Version, and the corrected text « 
Griesbach, verses 8 and 1 1 of Chap. i. must be read 
differently from the received text ; that in the former, 
the terms, ** the beginning and the end,** should 
be omitted ; and in the latter, the words, **1 zm 

♦ [For the fuller vindication of the Primate, I must begleaie 
to refer the reader to the learned Glassius's Sixth Canon, Lib. i* 
Tract, iv, j i. entitled ** Prophetico Sermoni frequent est perfonaruM 
hquetUmm mutoHe^'^ and to Dr. Random's Vindication of tbk 
Doctrine of the Trinity, Part I. p. 78, &c.] ^ w 

I Alpha 
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Alpha and Omega, the first and the last •/* now th^f 
latter I grant to be of some importance, because th^re 
is known to be a difference of opinion as to the ap- 
l^ication of the terms in Ver* 8 ; whereas in ver. 1 1^ 
if they were authentic, they would be clearly spoken 
of the Son, and would therefore either bespeak a 
community of attributes, or help to confirm the ap-« 
plication of the former to the Son Ukewise;. how- 
ever, I am myself so persuaded that the titles, which 
undoubtedly are appropriated to Jehovah^ Isaiah, xliv. 
6, xlviii. 12, are also given to Christ in some parts 
of this sublime book, and that also with such an 
emphasis, and in so absolute a manner as ought to 
have weight with Unitarians, with the Article so 
much elsewhere stood upon, as Kshop Pearson ob- 
serves, TO A and to XI, l irj «to^ and o tv^aro^ * t that 
I can never admit, that Unitarianism is at all ad- 
vantaged by diese corrections; they seem to talk 
of them as newj but they are very nearly an hun* 
drfid years old ; the public may take my word for 
it, that that impartial Trinitarian^ Dr. Wellsy whom 
I have so often had occasion to mention, published 
the Greek text of these two verses in perfect con- 
formity to Griesbach*s corrections, so long ago as 
the year 17 15, even inserting the term 0fo?, ver. 8, 
and his o)d Version is almost word for word the 
same as this very modem improved one. The only 

* We might add duu Ch. u 18,' which in our received text 
is improperly separated from its fellow epithets, wpo^tcs and 
i^;taTo<. Newcome and the Editors partly correct this, reading 
h, *' I am the first, and the last; and he that lived :** but a! 
very learned writer, Mr. Bennett of Carlisle, in his book en- 
titled Olam. Haneshamotb^ contends for its being read, «* I am 
the First and the Laj>t, and the living Being ; but I was dead. 
Ice/' comparing it with Isaiah, xliv. 6, « I am the First and the 
I^ast, and besides me there is no God :*' see also Sharp on the 
Article* 

difference 
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difference being, that he has who for thai in ver. & 
and unio instead of to before the several churches^ 
va-. II. How very trifling, after this, does Mr* 
Belsham's triumph over hS Arian friend Mr. Car^ 
penter, appear, wh«i he so exultingly enguireSf 
(see l:ris Letters on Arianfem, 1808, p. 77,) " Did 
he never hear that the church of Godj Acts, jcs?. ^8> 
was wrong? and also God ^ms msuiifested iii the 
flesh, I Tim. iii. 15 > and, to add nomore^ Aat Rev. i 
II, ** I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last,** 
wUch Dr. Doddridge solemnly records in his note 
upon the passage, " as having done more than any 
pdi^ in the Bibie towards preventmg him ifrom 
giving mto the schane^ which would mafce our 
Lcwrd Jesus Chrfet no more than a ddfied creature,^* 
is plainly prwed an interpolation j and as such is 
left out in the corrected teal of Grksbach, qaid the 
Version of Archbishop Newcome:— And lo! it 
was left out 95 years ago in the coi*retted text of 
the learned Edward Wells, and in his Version also^ 
yet does he not hesitate to give the very same words 
to Christ, Ch. xxi. 6, xxii. 13 ; and to receive thoa 
as indisputable evidences of Christ's divinity; and 
1 will venture to say, the learned Doddridge would 
have dcMie the same, had this new discovered interpo- 
lation, (as Mr. B. seems to consider it) been pointed 
out to him ; for I see nothing in the liote Mr. B. 
refers to, that would have prevented Dr. Doddridge 
drawing exactly the ssune conclusions from anf 
text in which those titles appeared to be clearly 
given to Christ ; and he expresses no doubt what- 
ever of this being the case, Ch. xxii. 13 \ he haa ' 
some little hesitation about Ch. xxi. 6 ; bixt Ch. L 8^ 
he assigns to Christ, because most of the phrases 
there used are afterwards used concerning our 
Lord Jesus Chdst; he only fixes u|kui the nth 

S versei 
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verse of that Chapter as the first and nearest lii* 
stance, at least so it undoubtedly appears to me ; 
and I think his reference to Bishop Pearson is suf- 
ficient to prove it, since the latter lays quite as much 
stress upon Rev. xxii. 13, as upon Rev. i. 11. • 
Mr. Belsham triumphs over his friend upon the 
new discovery also, that iioc t» Xp^pj should he 
omitted, Ephes. iii. 9, enumerating abundance of 
MSS. and Veraons in proof of tms. Now these 
words also, the impartial Wells discarded in the 
beginning of the last century, and yet lived and 
died a Trinitarian. 

In short, and to draw to a conclusion, it clearly 
appears to me that little has been gained to any 
party, and nothing certainly lost to ourselves and 
other Trinitarians, by the immense mass of various 
readings accumulated during the last century. At 

* [If Mr. Carpenter be livine to read Mr. Belsham's book 
on the person of Christy published. 1811^ he will see that his 
triumph about this passage is somewhat abated since the date 
of his Letters on Ananism, for he there plainly acknowledges, 
that *' though the words in the text are probably interpolated ; 
yet it must be admitted, that in other passages of this book and 
even in tliis vision, see ver. 17, 18, ourtord applies the very same, 
or nearly the same> epithets to himself. All therefore which can 
be justly advanced in reply to the argument above mentioned is, 
that Dr. Doddridge, and other expositors, have laid greater stress 
wbon the words than they will properly bear.'' — These are Mr. 
'Belsham* s later sentiments. What he means by the greater stress 
is, that they *' were not intended to express self-existence, but 
solely that the Christian dispensation was begun, and will be com- 
pleted by Christ, who is the author and the finisher of our faith.'* 
Afr. B. has certainly a right to put his own interpretation on the 
terms j but he still assuredly appears suspicious of their higher 
Import, for he is careful to add, that at all events, it must not be 
forgotten that the book of Revelation is one, the genuineness 
of which was much contested in the primitive Church, and 
which ought not therefore, according to Dr.Lardner^ to be al* 
leged as affording alone sufficient proof of any doctrine.* Now we 
dq not depend upon it alone, apd thus we stand clear of blame.} 

the 
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the very beginning of that century many of the 
most importaiit were duly examined, and applied 
both to the correction of the Greek text, and the 
amendment of the conunon Version ; much more 
impartially than appears to be the case with the 
Version lately edited ; especially if we take into ac- 
count the notes added to the larger Edition, which 
I trust I have shown to be most artfully put together, 
totally contrary to the doctrines and opinions of many 
of the most able conmientators that ever lived, and 
frequently in direct opposition to the learned Primate^ 
whose name stands so conspicuous in their title-page, 
but whose authority has no weight whatever with 
theni, where his comipients or his Version happen in 
the smallest degree to interfere with the creed of 
modem Unitarians. 

I am not sensible that I have taken a single step 
in the course of these Remarks, beyond the bounds 
prescribed to Christians in general by Unitarians 
themselves. Mr. Belsham declares it to be " an 
imperious duty laid upon every serious and en*- 
lightened Christian, to contribute his utmost to in- 
struct and benefit his fellow-creatures ; and to enter 
his grave and solemn protest against those errors 
which disfigure and disgrace the Christian Religion :*' 
and Pr. Carpenter^ in order to encourage the exer^ 
tions of his party, observes, that " however much 
we might feel authorized to sit down quietly in the 
possession of what we think to be Gospel truth, 
without attempting to spread it among others, if 
those who adopt contrary opinions were equally in* 
active, yet certainly when they are making every effort 
to disseminate their tenets^ we ought not to be behind 
hand to disseminate ours.^* If any Aing is free, 
thought is so. Mr. Belsham and Dr. Carpenter think 
all the errors are on our -side, which is exactly 
what I think of their tenets. But as I have taken 
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their own course in combatkig what appear to me 
to be errors of great moment in their way of 
thinking, and to publish my protest against them^ 
fa) as serious, grave, and solemn a manner as I could^ 
I hope they yinW be consi«:ent enough to regard me 
as a person actuated by that very spirit, they so much 
Commend in themselves. Enlightened is a term of 
dubious import ; I lay no claim to it ^ a most con* 
scientious regard to truth, and a becoming diligence 
in searching the Scriptures i» far as my atnlities and 
means extend, are all the petensbns I wish to insist 
upon. I had intended to s^ more upon some other 
topics, which I shall now pass over; pardculariy 
diat Didiich relates to the e^dstence and agency if 
evil spirits : all fuch agency, ss well as Ae vanf 
existence of such beings, the Editors of this Im* 
proved Verfiicm, and I believe the Unitaaia!^ in 
general, deny, resolving all that is said of such mat* 
ters in the Scriptures into a figure of ^ech, an ac-- 
eemmodation (very unlikely surely in the book of 
God) to heathenish conceits and Jewish superstitions. 
Denhl is no proof ; and as to the few arguments 
with which this denial is supported in the work 
before us, I confess they appear to me little calcu- 
lated to have any weight against the express decla- 
rations of Scripture*. I should, however, have gone 
farther into tWs and other sul^ds, had not my Re- 
marks already far exceeded the limits I wished to 
j^ign to them. 

My great object has been to maintain and up^ 
hold the doctrines of Atonement and the Trinity 
in the Godhead \ that Trinity into the name of 

' • CUponthiff point of controTersy between yi8» I may now 
rrfcr to Dr. Laurenc^t Critical Reflections on this V^«io»; see hit 
vith Chapter on the Existence of an Evil Being \ and the Transkr 
tion of the words Xovrw and Al*^o^o^] 

which 



Digitized by 



Google 



V€rMkn rf thi Nm TMMunt. 261 

which 60 * oiany c^ us fatye beat biqptized ; t« wofAu 

rS ir^Tfoff 9UKI TH uieu} x«ii m ayiM wvtt^fxelhu the name 

of the FATHER, and of the SON, and of the 
HOLY GHOST : a passage, of which I am happy 
ID say, neither Griesbacbf nor Newcome, nor the 
Editors themselves attempt to deprive us. The latter 
inform us, that some have called in que^on its ge- 
nuineness, (and I remanber that Mr. Evanson has 
done so,) but they add, without sufficient autboritf'^ 
which is surely true, for Griesbach does not ^o- 
duce one single instance of its omission. The Edi- 
tors indeed ^peak of it in their notes, as a symbolics^ 
profession or that holy religion which originated with 
the Father, was taught by Christy (the Servsmt zni 
Messenger of God), and confirmed by the gi&s of the 
Holy Spirit ; they assure the world that the Holy S^ 
rit's being here named in connecticm with the Fathar 
and the Son, is no proof that the Spirit has a distinct 
personal existence. I shall only say at present, that 

* Nothing is more common than for the Unitarians to msist 
upon the contradictions into which Trinitarians fall^ in their ex« 
positions of their faith. I wish all such expositions to be avoided; 
because i^bBBj depend t^n a branch of m^ta|»bysics, which must 
upon some points evade our researches ; but tt is astonishing how 
some of the contradictions alleged against us vanish, even when 
examined by a comparison with famihar objects. Dr. C. calls the 
doctrine of Christ's omnipresence, a stuptndout doctrine, and apo« 
logizes for so strong a term by observing, ** that t^ doctrine 
•apposes, that he wb^ is i^resent at the same instant in every part 
of the imbounded universe, descended from a local residence, li- 
mited himsdf to the narrow confines of a narrow region on this 
cardi, and for thirty years dwelt in a human body ;" he cau* 
tiously adds, ^ as we do not know the nature of the Divine Fi«* 
•ence, it might be presumption to say that this is impossible :" and 
to indeed it would be, for even the nature of the human presence 
may satisfy our doubts; fer is not any man capable of being 
present to every part of a room, and to eveiy person in it, 
though he seems to occupy but one small portion of it, and may 
move continually £rom one end of it to the other i See this'admira* 
bly argued ia Ddtm Rtveaki, VoL ii. pp. 88, 89* ' 

S3 to 
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to me^ and I ap^ehend to very many others^ nothing 
could possibly appear to be a greater proof of it ; and 
as it appears to be confirmed by many plain passages 
of holy writ, in which distmct personal acts are ascribKcd 
to the Holy Spirit, I do not hesitate to receive it, on 
the word of Christ, as an undoubted truth. 

It has been my endeavour to show, not only 
in what sense Christ was an Angel or Messaiger, 
but that he was by nature the Son of the Most 
Hiffh, one with him in the unity of the Godhead j 
and I have chiefly drawn my proofis of this from 
the names and attributes assigned to him, in com^ 
mon with the Father. This is a proof, in my esti- 
mation, so strong and so incapable of being over- 
thrownf that I should be content to rest my faith 
upon it alone, but that I feel and am assured besides, 
that our Lord himself asserted it before his accusers *t 

. and 

♦ Our Saviour's behaviour under the charge of blasphemy 
urged against him by the Jews^ is to me the strongest, I may 
even say^ the fundamental proof of the Tritinarian doctrine. I 
have said much upon this m my Vllth Bampton Lecture, and in 
the notes there> and I only repeat it here, to explain what I mean 
when I say^ that, like Dr. Blayney, I rely upon Gospel yrooh. . Did 
not the Trinity appear to me to be a doctnne of Chnst, I should 
pf course never look for it in the Jewish SS. ; but being persuaded 
pf its revelation in the Gofpel of Christ, I turn with pleasure 
and fatisfaction always to the consideration of those marvellous 
circumstances which connect the Qld Testament with the NeWf and 
which tend so remarkably to show, that the Cbrutia* scheme 
(including the doctrine of the Trinity) is only the continuance of 
pne great design of Providence, to bring men to eternal life by 
Jesus Chiist, the Angd of the Covemmt ; the jiden or Lord of 
the Temple. Dr. Carpenter, I am sorry to say, would deprive 
me even of the proof I so particularly rely upon. He says the 
charge of blasphemy was unfounded, both as to fact, and as ta 
the inference prom the supposed £ict $ and he asks. Are we to 
fest our faith upon the perverse insinuations of the Jews? I 
aQ9^er, No ; not if they were really so perverse, and so on- 
fQund<id aci to fact ; but these very tmngs remain to be provedt 
and our Lord's coi|du<5t it is that justifies the inference we draw 
from it. The Jews, wl^ether maliciously or not, could not charge 
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and no other proof can be requisite : however, in 
regard to the Ibrmer attestation, on which I have 
had occasion more particularly to insist in the fore- 
going remarks, I cannot forbear adding the following 
observations of the celebrated President Edwards, re- 
commending them to the attention of all serious and 
devout Christians. 

<< If the temptation to the children of Israel was 
so great, to idolize the brazen Serpent, a lifeless 
piece of brass, for the temporal salvation, which 
some of their forefathers had by looking on it ; how 
great would be their temptation to idolatry by wor- 
shipping Christ, if he were a mere creature, from 
whom mankind receive so great benefits ? 

" If that brazen Serpent must be broken in pieces, 
to remove temptation to idolatry, 2 Kings, xviii. 4; 
shall so great a temptation be laid before the world, 
to idolize a mere creature, by.setting him forth in the 
manner that Christ is set forth in Scripture? 

" Must Moses's body be concealed, lest the chil- 
dren of Israel should worship the remains of him 
whom God made the instrumait of such great 
things ? And shall another mere creature, whom 
men, on account of the works he has done, are un- 
der infinitely greater temptation to worship, instead 
of being concealed to prevent this, be moft openly 

him with bhsphemy, as assuming to be God in the low sense the 
Unitarians insist upon ; they must hzst pretended at least, that he ; 
made himself God in the highest sense ; and doing so, is it possi- 
ble to suppose our Lord would have left them in such an error, 
and died under such a charge, had there been no foundations for 
it ? would he have acted so, as even to increase their suspicions 
and aggravate their wrath ? But I must refer, as I have done on 
another occasion, to Bishop Burgess*^ Sermon on the Subject, and 
Fuller's Socintan and Cahtnistic Systems compared. See also of 
older writers, Leslie*! Socintan Controversy, StiUingJleet on Scrip- 
ture Miracles, and Waierknuts FindicoHon of CMst^s Divinity. ' 
Query xix. p. 380. 
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ajidpublicly exhibited, as exalted to Heaven^ seated at 
Cms own right hand, made head over all thir^Si Ruler 
of the Universe, &c. in the manner that Christ is * ? 

<* Was not this the toEnptation among all nation^ 
to idolatry, Ti2, that men had been distinguished as 
great conquerors, deliverers, and the instruments of 
great benefit ? and shall God make a mere creature 
the instrument of so many infinitely greater besiefits, 
wd in such a manner as Christ is rq)resented to be 
in the Scripture, without an infinitely greater tempta* 
Uon to idolatry ? 

« When tne rich young Man called Christ ^good 
Masttr/ not supposing hun to' be God, did Cbnbt 
reject it, and reprove him for calling him so, sup* 
posing him not to be God; saying, there is none 
good but one, that is God } meaning that nonci 
other was possessed of that goodness that was to be 
trusted ? And yet shall this same Jesiis,. though in^ 
deed not that God, not that God who only is to 
be called good, or misted in as such, be called in 
Scripture, HE that ^ holy t » HE that is true ? the 
Amen J ^% faithful and tru$^ witnest f the mghty Godp 

* [i have now Mr. Belsham's authority to declare that ^V^^^^ 
sions of this nature^ applied to a mere creature, are grand difficul- 
ties tH the Way of this system, and actually prevent many per- 
•oot from becomisg Unitarians. The considoratiOns he propdse^ 
with a view to lessening these difficulties, appear to me very in^ 
•yScient. See his Calm Inquiry, p. 341, &c. This is all I shall 
attempt to say upon the subject. The Reader may judge iow 
himself.} 

f Compare Ifaiak, Ivii. 15. «' Thus saith JEHOVAHi 
whisse name is, ^he tioly One ;*^ and Mark, i. 2^ Luke, iv, 34. 
and iotu^, yi. 6q. ^* Thou art the ttoly One of God." Improved 
Version, f? l^e antient Jews and Christian Fathers,*' says Mr. 
flennetty '< unite i|i this, that the person called the Holy One of 
Israel, was the eterpal Logos, termed the M'mra by the Jews ; 
the W'ordf that some ages after, was made flesh, and tabemaded 
on earth* lljfe unseated Aogd i^i ?rhofn the ^vioc name rp^ 
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the evir lasting Father^ the Prince of Peati ? the 
bUssed and the only Potentate ? the King of Kings and 
Lord of Lords f the Lord of L//^, thait has life in 
himself, that all men might honour the Son^ as they 
honoirr the Father f the wisdom of Godt and ikiQ power 
of G(7^.^ the ^^i&ii and Omega, the begintdng and /ib# 
^W,^ Go4 JEHOVAH, JE/ft&iVwb the King (f Glory, 
and the Urd of Glory r &c. 

The learped President proceeds to a comparkon , 
of texts In which these titles and attributes occur : 
but I am content to give this brief sketch of ti^ 
questions he thinks it necessary to ask. They ar^ 
inde^, most \idsely submitted tx> the consideratkn , 
pf every reader of the Bible* They stand dear of 
all that has bem attributed to either antiem or 
modem corruptors of Christianity; for it is the 
revealed word of God, in its motive and originil 
langu^g^ (if I may so speak) which we are calkd 
upon to examine and consider; ^nd that from tht 
very beginning to the end of the Bible* No cao^ 
trariety of existing MSS. Hsbreiiu or Greek, no ac- 
cumnlation of various rea^ngs bowerer grea^ can 
do away all these evidences. The quesdans pro. 
posed are truly inq>ortant» for they amount (I had 
almost said) to a charge against Providence; a 
charge which the history of the world seems to 
support ; for if it be really idolatry to worship HIM 
who is in Scripture dignified with those high and 
exalted titles, upon which the President insists^ 
then undoubtedly the temp^tion to it has l)een 
so generally ^ensnaring, that few have escaped falling 
into it during the course of more than eighteen 
himdred years. No diSer^ice of opinion upon 
other subjects, has prevented the great mass of 
iphristians according in this point; that Christ 
"was a pre-existent super-angelic Being, even GOD» 
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and a fit object of worship. In this particular, de- 
rived to all from the same consideration, namely, 
the exalted titles, and Godlike attributes assigned 
to him in Holy Scripture, Athanasians and Arians ; 
Papists and Protestants ; Calvinists and Arminiansj may 
be said to have been agreed. That he was no more than 
mans in the strictest sense of those terms^ is the doc- 
trine comparatively but of few ; and as fiir as my 
reading goes, (notwithstanding all that Dr. Priestley 
has advanced to the cdntrary,) seems always to have 
been so: since, [however, extraordinary efforts are 
now making to spread this doctrine among us, to 
the great disparagement, as it appears to m^ of the 
glorious attributes, and exalted dignity of the Re- 
deemer of the World ; I havefaittmiUy endeavoured 
to expose what I conceive to be, errors of the greatest 
magnitude^ totally opposite to Scripture^ and to 
the declared opinion of the most eminent critics 
and commentators, ancient and modem, Jews - and 
Christians. 

** May GOD of his mercy grant, that we m^ 
all grow in grace and in the knowledge of our LORD 
and SAVIOUR Jesus Christ; to HIM be GLORY, 
both now and for ever, AMEN !'* 



Rectory^ Biddendcn, Kent, 
1814. 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 



TK rqpuUishmg the foUovii^ pamfdikt, k may be 
necessary to state scxne drcmmstances that hsre 
taken place once its first appearance. The case of 
Mr. Stone, who paid the great debt of nature in die 
last year 1 8 1 3, should not be revived by me now, had 
the dispute between us ever been of a personal na- 
tnre j but we were while be lived aairely strangers to 
each other. It is well known that he suflFered depri- 
vation for his Sermon, and, as is commonly the case^ 
he became in the eyes of the Unitarians a victim of 
Church severity, and a martyr to the Truths his 
case also still continues to be represaited in this light* 
«* Though Truth in these controversies,*' to use Bishop 
Horsle/s words, " can be only on oite ade ; I will 
indulge, and will avow, the charitable opinion that 
ancerity may be on both." On these grounds Mr* 
Stone was ever secure from all personal hostility on 
t}ie part of the Author of the following Tract } but it 
4 m 
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is a most solemn truth, that I judged him to be ex- 
tremely mistaken in regard both to his reUgious princi- 
plesy and the line of conduct he adopted ; and as these 
appear to be still coimtenanced and supported by 
those who in the first instance espoused his caufe, 
and as the subject of the pamphlet is nearly the same, 
in all points, with that of the foregoing Remarks, I 
have here reprinted it, with very few alterations, being 
more than iever assured as well of the iacts insisted 
upon in it, as of the legal grounds upon which the 
sentence of deprivation was paffed, however much I 
might lament the occasion for it. 



N. B. For Readers who may come after us, it may be proper 
to add, that the history of the matter was briefly 
this : — that Mr. Stone, holding the Rectory of Gold 
Norton, in Essex, on an appointment by his Arch- 
deacon to preach before the Clergy at the Visitation 
held at Danbury, took the opportunity of openly 
professing the Unitarian faith, and of inveighing 
in severe terms against the Church Doctrines of the 
Trinity and Atonement ; maintaining afterwards, that 
the Vlth Article of the Church warranted him in 
doing 80, notwithstanding bis subscription to the 
whole XXXIX when instituted I 
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THOUGH I had heard and read of your Sermoa 
from the first moment of its appearance, I did 
not think of procuring a copy till lately ; so that the 
first I obtained was of your Second Edition. I did 
not foresee that any thing would move me to trouble 
you, or the Public, with my sentiments on the sub- 
ject ; nor would I now do any such thing, but for 
two reasons, in some degree personal. The first, 
that in your Address to the Public, prefixed to your 
second edition, you thank us, generally, for the 
favourable reception your Discourse has met with, 
the First Edition having experienced, as you say, a 
rapid sale. Indeed, Sir, you will err greatly, if you 
think the favourable reception of your work is to be 
inferred from its rapid sale. I bought it myself with 
very diflferent feelings ; and to judge , from the gene- 
ral surprise occasioned by such an Address to the 
Clergy, I cannot for a moment doubt that the rapid 
and extensive sale of your Discourse is quite as much 
to be attributed to the indignant curiosity of the 
Members of the Establishment as to the approbation 
or admiration of the Unitarian party. I beg, how- 
iBver, to assure you, as one of the Public, that I 
bought your book, with no expectation of being 
converted by it, from a wrong mode of faith to a 

right 
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right one j and I do most solemnly assert, though 
I lament the necessity of using such terms, that the 
only impression it has left upon my mind, is that 
of extreme disgust :— First, at the unfeeling rudeness 
of such an address at such a time, and on such an 
occasion ; seccmdly, at the glaring inconsistency be- 
tween your faith and your public fituation ; thirdly, 
at the confident revival of old and continually re- 
futed objections; and, fourthly, at the low and 
unmannerly allusions to opinions sanctioned by the 
consent of a large niajority of the existing generation 
of your countrymen ; smd by the most solemn decla- 
rations and profeffi<Mis of many of the most pious, 
learned, and conscientious persons, both of the hitf 
and clergy, of the ages that are past. 

Another reason moving me particukriy to address 
you, is, that you so particularly reccwnm^i^ in your 
IMscourse, a book of Mr. John Joneses, entituled, 
^^ A Developement of remarkable Events, calculated to 
restdre the Christian Religion to its original Purity , and 
to repel the Objections of Unbelievers.^* I am. Sir, well 
acquainted with that work, having perused it with 
great care and attention, as well as another work of 
the same author, his " Analysis tf St. PauFs Epistle 
to the Romans ""y* and, as I stated my opinion of 
Mr. Jones's critical and theological labours long ago, 
i beg to take this oj^ortunity of referring you to the 
Reviews of both those works, in Ae British Critic^ 
[Vol. xvin. 6i8, and Vol. xxi. 383,] of which 
articles I now avow myself the author ; and have 
only to add, that my own private memorandums of 
his errors and false reasoning far exceed what was 
W given to the public. I know not whether Mr. Jones 
has since published any other works, though if he 
has, I should not be fearful of entering the lists widi 
him again j but as you tell me in your Sermon, that 

his 
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his " Devdopement of Facts/* is " not sujftt, to be 
known,** I conceive that he has not met v^ith the eii»< 
couragement upon which you pride yourself, of a 
rapid sale for his books. — Tou call his book a 
" valuable critical Work/' I really, Sir, differ from 
you exceedingly ; I think no critical work can be 
valuable, that deals in fanciful hypotheses, grost 
misrepresentations, false and mutilated quotations^ 
mixed with confident contradictions, unsupported 
by argument ; of all of which, I think, I have proved 
Mr. Jones guilty, in the Reviews referred to. I 
know nothing of Mr. Jones ; I speak only of his 
works, and your opinion of them. You reconunend 
them as valuable critical performances; I know them 
to be otherwise, from a close, careful, and critical 
examination of them. 

Yoii assmne, as your general principle, in the 
title of your Discourse, that ** Jewish Prophecy is the 
sole criterion to distinguish between genuine and spurt'- 
6us Christian Scripture.** I would wish then, Sir, to 
have leave to ask, if you and I should happen to dis- 
agree, as to the interpretation and application of the 
Jewish Prophecies, what criterion is to settle such 
differences? I would wish to ask this, because 
throughout your whole Sermon, you do most essen* 
tially^ differ from me in regard to the Jewish Pro- 
ph^iiss, in contempt, as it appears to me, not pnly 
of sound criticism, but of all evangelical, apostolical, 
and, I would add, even the divine authority of our. 
Saviour himself. I say, it appears to me so. Here 
then we are already at issue ; here we certainly want 
^ome other criterion to settle our differences, at the 
very outset; and I will tell you. Sir, fairly, what 
appears- to me to be a principal difficulty in the way 
of our ever coming to an agreement upon the points 
in debate between us/ Tou say that the Jewish Pro- 
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right oprlre. the sole criterion of spurious and genuiiic 
ll^iflsdan Scripture; / say, that genuine Christian 
Icripture is a criterion to help us to a right under- 
standing of Jewish Prophecy. This you cannot admit 
upon your principle, but / cannot give it up ; be- 
cause, to do so I must feirly sacrifice the authority 
of St. Paul to that of the Rector of Cold Norton. 
I say, consistently with your principle, you cannot 
admit of any appeal to the New Testament to deter- 
mine the sense of the prophecies. I do not say that 
you always abide by your own principle, for I think 
you, in a great measure, give it up in your Sermon ; 
where voii particularly refer us to the striking inci- 
dent or our Saviour's discourse with the two d^iples 
in theur walk to the x^Uage of Emmaus. " Foolsy 
and slow of hearty^* said the blessed Jesus, " to be- 
lieOe all that the prophets have spoken; Ought not 
Christ to have sttffered these things^ and fo enter inta 
his glory ? And beginning at Moses and all the Pro^ 
phetSy he expounded to them in all the Scripturesy tht 
things concerning himself.^* 

Now, Sir, let me ask, what would these dull- 
minded disciples have done, had not our Lord been 
at hand, mercifully to resolve their doubts, and give 
them the proper key to their own prophecies ? Re^ 
member, Sir, he did not merely refer to the Pro- 
phecies, they knew them, perhaps, by heart? but 
** he expounded unto them,*' (Jinj /jAnVfuik) " the things 
concerning himself." As you cite this passage your- 
self, in recommendation of your criterion, I may 
conclude that you esteem it to be genuine Christian 
Scripture. Now, Sir, does it not serve to show, that 
though Jewish Prophecy maybe, as you state, a criterion 
of spurious and genuine Christian Scripture, yet that 
. in the very times of our Saviour, his expositions 
were necessary to open the eyes even d some of 

the 



Digitized by 



Google 



Letter to the Reverend Francis Stone. 2j^ 

the Jews themselves. Dull and "slow of heart/* to be 
sure, they were ; but, Sir, you and I at this moment 
differ about the interpretation of the Jewish Prophecies. 
It is probable, therefore, that one of us is as dull and 
" slow of heart** as the disciples then were. Surely, 
then, it is fidr to ask, may /, to resolve my doubts, 
and fix my judgment of the Jewish Prophecies, refer 
to the New Testament, or not ? I find you refer to 
any part that serves your purpose, (as to genuine 
Christian Scripture) at once. I do not know that 
Jewish Prophecy foretold the incident we are at this 
moment talking of; I can only, therefore, suppose 
that you think it genuine Christian Scripture from 
the use you make of it in argument. I am sure that 
if it is authentic, and I thoroughly believe it to be 
so, it is a proof that our Saviour's expositions and 
illustrations of the Jewish Prophecies, were not only 
of importance, but indispensably necessary to men so 
dull and " slow of heart** as you and I, who cannot 
even yet, it seems, agree about thenl. 

Remember, Sir, I intreat, what I am now doing ; 
I am not objecting altogether to your criterion ; I 
am not proposing to set the New Testament against 
the O/rf, Apostles against Prophets: but I am desirous 
of knowing whether I may be 'allowed to appeal td 
St. Paul, or St. John, St. Luke, or St. Peter, to 
decide the matter between you^nd, me? You seem 
to object to such an appeal j for, as a case in- point, 
you positively assert, that according to the Jewish 
Prophecies, the Messiah was to be mere man ; and 
that according to the whole tenor of the New Testa- 
ment, he is represented conformably thereto, as no 
other than " the Son of Joseph.** / believe, that, ac- 
cording to Jewish Prophecy, the Messiah was to be - 
miraculously bom of a Virgin, and that he certainly was 
6o, according to thetestimony atleastof twoEvangeHsts, 
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and that Joseph was oiily his reputed Father. Now 
St. Luke, in speaking of our Lord, happens to say, 
" being (as was supposed) the Son <rf Joseph/* I 
fboukl much wish to appeal to this parenthesis in 
proof of my interpretation of the Prophecies ; but 
you say no ; it is not consistent with my view of mat- 
ters, and therefore, (though indeed Thave no various 
iroading, no defective manuscript, version, or copy 
tQ cite) vet it certainly must be an interpolation. How 
do you tnen prove your point ? Not because there is any 
^lstance to be bi:ought of its ever having been leit 
^ut, in this particular place, but because truly it is 
1/eft out in other passages ; it is therefore " void,** 
you say, " and of none effect." 

What other passages would you select, in which 
you might expect it to be inserted?. What, Sir, in the 
objections of the " murmuring ** Jcavs ? Actually 
so, for to these very passages you allude, to prove 
your point of our Saviour's mere manhood. But, 
perhaps, Sir, you would expect to find it in your text : 
of this I will ^eak elsewhere. At present I would 
only ask, if this parenthesis is omitted elsewhere^ 
and therefore excites your su^icions, are there no 
passages in the evangelical and apostolical wrkings 
equivalait to it? This question, perhaps, will give 
rsf^ an opportunity of explaining my whole inean*^ 
ipg : for God forbid you should think I am so 
diluting your criterion, as to depreciate the value 
ap4 injportancq of the Jewish Prophecies. Our Lord's 
own r^er^ces to them must render them not only 
an important, but aa indispensable criterion. I vrish 
t^re were none who disputed or undervalued their 
authority more than myself; I wish no criterion more 
fallible had ever been resorted to !-^ But to show 
wh^ I mean, a^ tq the question, qc^erning the Jew-^ 
ish Ftophedes. 
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The Jei»wsh Prophecies, as you insist, and v^ 
correctly^ represent the Messiah as a Man^ of thfe 
seed of David. Now if any part of the J^eW 
Testament represented him to be ni>f a Mail, or if a 
man, not of the seed of David, I should myself 
demur ; I should, as you do, appeal to the Jewish 
Prophecies against so m^fest an ineonsisfehc^i 
But when St. Paul tells uS he was a riian, and a 
man of the seed of David, witb this reserve^ ri 
yealoi ircipKOi, there is a distinction, which I thihk 
it would be folly to apply to any mere man. It 
agrees also \dth St. Luke^s parenthesis ; and since, 
on turning to the Jewish Prophecies, I find the 
Messiah sometimes foretold in terms ^hich excite 
the most august and magnificent ideas, and in the 
New Testament described as superior to men and 
angels, far above all principalities and powers, 
surely I may be justified in thinking diflFeremly 
from you, concerning the nature and person of the 
Christ } and in wishing to have leave to appeal to the 
apostolical illustrations and applications of the Pro- 
phecies ; that is, as I said before, to St. Paul, &c. 
against the Rector of Cold Norton. For again, I 
must beg you to remember, that our dispute is not 
about the criterion upon which you insist, but about 
the sense of the Prophecies themselves. 

When I read in Isaiah, (a case you lay much 
stress upon) that the Messiah was to be " a mati 
tf sorrows^ and acquainted with grief^^' 1 natui'iHy 
k)ok, as well as yourself, for this character ui th^' 
person of our Saviour ; but when I read in the Ne«<r 
Testament, in passages never suspected of being spu- 
rious ScripturCy that the Son of God " took our na- 
ture upon him^^^ in order to become Such, I am 
surely justified in supposing, that God may have 
his own method of fulfilling this Jewish Prophecy ; 
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and that though Christ was truly " a man of scr^ 

rowsy^ the person who became so was nevertheless a 

tftfer-angelie Being. 
I look upon it to be a case no longer admitting of 

dispute, that prophecies are necessarily obscure, till 
fulfilled. Surely, then, the records of such fiilfil. 
ment must be a help to the due comprehension of the 

prophecies themselves. Every one knows, indeed 
you particularly mention it in your discourse, that 
the main obstacle to the conversion of the Jews, 
when our Saviour appeared, was a mistaken preju^ 
dice, which nothing but true, genuine Christianity 
could dissipate. Did they, not all expect a temporal 
deliverer? Who undeceived them, and explained 
their own prophecies to them, but Christ and hi$ 
Apostles? Suppose, Sir, then, the present race of 
Jews to be under the same prejudices ; are our ideas 
of the Messiah to be regulated by their expectations, or 
by our Saviour*s professions of himself? You seem to 
think the. former ; for you confidently refer, in p. 27. 
of the Discourse, to the expectations of some respect- 
able modem Jews of your acquaintance, to determine 
not only the sense and meaning of the ancient pro- 
phecies, but to distinguish, even now, between spu- 
rious and genuine Christian Scripture. This may 
help, I think, to explain the notion you really enter- 
tain of your general principle, which, from the 
whole tenor of your discourse, I take to be no other 
than this, that " Jewish Prophecy is the sole criterion 
to distinguish between spurious and genuine Christian 
Scripture ; and prophecy, only as interpreted by your* 
selfy Mr. Jonesy and others of your party ^^^ or, in short, 
as Dr. Priestley would have said, " v/heT^ properly cor- 
rected by an Unitarian.*^ I cannot mean to be ludicrous 
upon such a subjed ; but truly this must be the plainest 
imerence to draw, when you shew yourself so deter- 
mined,, 
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mined, as .you certainly do in many instances, to get 
rid of every passage in the evangelical and apostolical 
writings, which does not accord with your own in- 
terpretation of the Jewish Prophecies. It is an old 
artifice, Sir, and has often been exposed. The whole 
of the firft Chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews has 
been as much in some persons* way, as the first 
Chapters of St. Matthew and St.Luke are in your's, 
and have been accordingly at once pronounced an 
interpolation. We have a notable instance of this^ 
mode of criticism in one of the opponents of the 
learned Bishop Bull. 

The Bishop had referred to a passage in the Pa* 
dagogus of Clemens Alexandrinusy where the word of 
God is pronounced to be God Almighty. 'AvfvJfiic 

yaf roy Trccfloxooiro^a 0fov Aofou £p^«y, &C. Now what 

says the Bishop's antagonist to this passage? Why 
truly, a small alteration would rectify it. That is to say, 
if it was written in the genitive case, t« Travroxf «TOf o^ 
0£a. In vain was he asked for the authority of 
some manuscript, or purer copy. This mattered no^ 
he could still easily get over the difficulty ; for, says 
he, unless some such error of the scribe be admitted, 
I may safely affirm the word Almighty to have been 
impudently foisted in by some impostor. Now this. 
Sir, is your mode of criticism to a nicety; to a word 
indeed, and that not an over-elegant one. For the 
parenthesis of St. Luke, already alluded to, not suit- 
ing your purpose, nor according with your views of 
Jevrish Prophecy, you confidently assure the clergy 
of Essex, that it " must be a corruption yj?w/^rf in to 
subserve the cause of the fanciful hyper-metaphy* 
sical hypothesis of the different sorts of Christian 
Platonists, of the School of Alexandria in Egypt !'* 
" Quis autem,*' I must have leave to ask in Bishop 
Bull's language, <^ Jus illud dedit in sacras Scripturas^ 
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Qt quicquid in lis tibi displicet tanqu^ spurium re- 
jiceres?'* 

But to come. Sir, more particularly to you^ Ser- 
mon.— Your text you take from John, i. 45. " We 
have found him of whom Moses in the Law and the 
Prophets did write, Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of 
Joseph.'* You say, you think these words suitable 
to a discourse, in which you propose to prove Jesus to 
have been a mere man, from the expressions, *^ Jesus 
of Nazareth, the Son of Joseph.'* Now suppose, Sir, 
your object had been to prove the Divinity of Christ j 
you needed only to have gone four verses lower, and 
you would have found, that, though Jesus of Naza- 
reth, Son of Joseph, was, by Phihp, pronoimced to 
be the Messiah foretold, this did not prevent the very 
person he was speaking to, (^Nathaniel) from con- 
tluding the Messiah to be " the Son of Qod, the 
King of Israel,'* see ver. 49. Nay, this ought to 
be received as evidence, on the part of the very Isra- 
f Bte whom our Saviour himself declared to be emi- 
nently " without guile,** (v. 47,) as to the tenor of the 
Jewish Prophecies, concerning the person and cha- 
racter of the Messiah. Now if the Jewish Prophecies 
are the sole criterion, what are we to judge from these 
two passages ? No where, in aU the Jewish Prophe- 
^es, is the Messiah foretold to be the son of Joseph. 
(Nor need we wonder at this, fojr, as Irenaus long^ 
ago observed, lib. iii. c. 30. he could not have been 
we King of Israel i£ he were.) Therefore, according 
to your hypothesis, this passage might be suspected. 
Butji according to your ideas of it, it is, in an emi- 
nent degree, true, genuine Christian Scripture ; since 
you cite it as the ground ojf your argvunent, and 
make it your text, as partigujbirly authentic. If then 
the text b? a,uthent;ic, ^e. the succeeding verses sp ?. 
You do i^ot^ say they sure apt j therefore, we have 
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>fathaniel's declaration and acknowledgement, that 
Jesus, the Messiah, vm '* the Son of God,'* in thti 
face of Philip's assertion, that he was the " son cf 
Joseph;'* — and whence did Nathaniel infer, that 
he was the Son of God, but from the proof he hacji 
just given of his omniscience and omnipresaiqe ? 
see ver. 50. Suffer me. Sir, to add to Nathaniel'* 
testimony, that of Martha, (Johni xi. 27.) and that 
of St. Peter, (John^ vi, 69.) both of them expressly 
to the point, especially the former ; " I believe that 
thou art the Christ, the Son of God, which should 
(ome into the worlds i« e. according to the Jewish 
Prophecy : and if you wish to know the sense qf 
this, turn to the s^vith of Ji?i>«, ver. 28. and our Saviour 
will explain it. " I came forth from the Father, and 
am come into the world.'* 

Are these passages genuine Christian Scripture? 
If they are not, it would be better worth your while 
to clear them away than the first chapters of St. Mat- 
thew and St. Luke : for it is on such passages as these 
that the Trinitarians build their faith. They give yon 
Jfree leave to prove them spurious if yoncan ; but we 
must not be robbed of them by such modes of critic 
cism as are but too common with your party ; name* 
ty, that of explaining away their plain and literal 
meaning ; or pronouncing them interpolations, on na 
better authority than your own or Mr. Jones's ; or, 
33 Mr. Lindsey admits to be the case even with hinu 
self, substituting a meaning, " remote from the sound 
of the wordy^* (see his EKstorical View of the state of 
the Unitarian Dx?ctrine> &c. pp. 60, 61.) or, as Dr» 
Priestley admits, by " effort and ttrainingy* (History 
of Corruptions, p. 279.) To all such modes of criti- 
cism we positively object, and shall do so» we must 
do so, if we retain common sense, as long as there is 
any controvert Ij^ww^us* 

Another 
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Another passage you cite in proof of our Saviour's 
being mere man, as " Son of Joseph,** is John, vi* 
42. " Is not thds Jesus the Son of Joseph, whose fa- 
ther and mother we know ?" This also seems to me 
a very bad quotation for your purpose: for how came 
die Jews to put such a question ? Surely, Sir, you 
could not overlook the motive, ance it is actually 
expressed in the very same verse : " How is it then,'* 
sav they, very properly and judiciously, " that he 
saith, I came down from Heaven V* On other occa- 
sions the wisdom of his discourse and the power of 
his miracles had driven them to the same reflections ; 
teflections, strongly corroborative I think of that 
doctrine which gives a literal meaning to some of the 
plainest passages of Scripture, and which represent 
our Lord, though " bom of a woman," as being in 
existence " before all worlds,** " the only-begotten 
Son** of the Everlasting Father, the " brightness of 
his glory and express image of his person.** All in 
proof, I think, of the great propriety as well as au^ 
Aentidty of St. Luke*8 parenthesis, which you would 
expunge as an interpolation, because it happens to be 
left out elsewhere \ but which, I must again repeat, 
is also corroborated by St.Paul*s to xala <rapxa.; a 
limitation which some of the most eminent oi the 
antient Fathers, ^slrenaus, TertuUian, Origen, Nova^ 
tian *, Hippolpus, Eusebius, and Lactantius, all agree 
in considering as especially introduced to distinguish 
our Saviour's incarnation, or human nativity, from a 
higher sonship in his divine nature. This is, I think, 
especially confirmed also by the ufe of the term, by 
the same apostle, (Ephes.yi. 5. Coloss/m. 22.) where 
roXq xuf /oic xala (rapxa, is evidently in direct opposition 
to the Tw Hup/o) xai ix, ak9pw7ro»f, immediately foUow- 

'* Though in some things heretical* 
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ing ; that is, to distinguish human from divine autho- 
rity: add to this. The opposition so strongly ex- 
pressed in Philippiansy ii. 3. " Qui unus locus/* as 
Bishop Bull says, " si rect^ expendatur, ad omnes 
adversus Jesu Christi Domini nostri personam rationes 
repellendas suffidt /' and with reason ; for if the 
" Form of a Servant^^* is admitted to be a proof of 
his proper humanity, as it always is, what can hinder 
the correspondent term of " the Form of Gody* from 
beiiig a demonstration of his proper Divinity ? The 
reasoning of St. Basil appears, therefore, to me conclu- 
ave, " Ego, quod scriptum est, mformd esse Dei, idem 
valere arbitror, atque in substantid esse Dei ; ut enim 
fbrmam assumpsisse Servi^ illud significat, dominum 
m substantid niisse humanitatis nostrae ; ita qui in 
formd Dei esse dicit, proprietatem divina substantia de* 
monstrat/* Basil contra Eunom. Dial. 2. Having, 
however, as you think, disposed of this troublesome 
parenth^s, you scruple not to affirm, that you have 
by your references sufficiently established the strict, 
literal, and only humanity of Jesus. But what. Sir, if 
after all, the parenthesis be genuine Christian Scrip- 
ture, (and I am sure you have not brought even 
any plausible reason against it,) does it not confirm 
at once, the truth of our doctrine, and overthrow all 
that you have been endeavouring to prove ? 

You lay great stress on our Lord's bang called 
•* a carpenter," and you say it is highly probable 
that he worked at his Father's trado^ as such, till 
when " about thirty years*' of age, he was called 
upon by God to enter on his glorious ministry. 
But suppose. Sir, we grant you this, what say you 
to his open renunciation df all such worldly callings, 
^ Wist ye not," says he, (when Joseph and Mary 
£3und him preaching in the Temple^) " that I must 
be about my Fathers business ?" or if you render it 

•« in 
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<< ia my Father's house»'' (according to the Syriac 
versioD, and many of the Fathers, and s^proved by 
GrotiuSy CassellnSy &c. &c. By Bishop Burgess, 
more recently, in nis admirable Sermon on the Divi- 
nity of Christ). The distinction is the same, and the 
renunciation of his reputed Father Just as strong : and 
remember. Sir, this was long before the call to the 
ministry which you speak of; this happened when he 
vras only " twelve years old** Luke, ii. 4a. 

You suspect the whole ^^^^^2%^ of St. Luke, odiers 
have done the same, and their objections have been a 
thousand times replied to ; but your suspicions have a 
very whimsical foundation. You suq>ect it, forsooth, 
because St. Luke was the friend of St.Pauly and 
Bt. Pauly in his Episdes to Timothy and Titusy speaks 
contemptuously of genealogies. I suppose St. Luke f 
Sir, let him have been ever so intimate with St.Paul^ 
could not know 5/. Paul*s mind better than he knew it 
himself; and as it happens, St. Paul insists much upon 
bis own genealogy in his third chapter to the Phillip- 
pians. " Of the stock oflsraelj rftbe Tribe of Benja* 
miny a Hebrew of the Hebrews:** and even again 
in the nth of his 2d Epist. to the Corinthums, 
•* are they Hebrews ? So am I: Are they braelites f 
So am I: Are they the feed of Abraham ? So am I** 
There is something very like it also to be found in 
the 6th verse of the 23d chapter of the Acts, which 
being written by St. Luke^, and taken from 5/. PauPs 
own mouth, is perhaps more applicable to youi sus- 
picions than the others. Have the goodbess. Sir, 
however, once more to turn to the authorities you cite,. 
I mean the passages in Timothy and Titus, wheare 
St. Paul is supposed to express the contempt yoa 
speak of; and you will find, that his objccticais lay 
against " fablesi foolish questions and endless geilealo- 
gies/' Kow^ Sir^ let »€ aak;, fe it any *^ fabfe/^ 
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according to your own own criterion^ that Jesus is 
^rung from the seed of David ? Is it any " fboli^ 
question,** or enquiry to ascertain this fact ; or are 
there any genealogies to which the term i'tFipoiiloi^ 
could less apply, than those in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, the one descending regularly from Abraham 
and David, in conformity to the promises and Jewish 
Prophecies concerning both ; the other ascending to 
Adam, the conmion progenitor of Jew and Gentile • f 
You cavil greatly indeed at St. Luke's Catalogue being 
extended to Adam. " Nobody could doubt,'* you 
say, " the descent of Jesus from Adam." What, Sir^ 
have you forgot the Gnostics, those ready helps to 
your Friend Mr. Jones, and all your party ? I thought 
truly, no Unitarian could forget them; so usdul 
have they been to help them out of every difficulty 
concerning Christ's Divinity, and to account for 
every qualified intimation that is given in the Scriptures 
of hK humanity ; such as the awkward parenthesis of 
St. Luke, or even the to xotji vdpxa, of St. Paul ; 
which I remember, Mr, Jones particularly insists 
upon being intended to prove him a mere Man^ 
against the Gnostics; though I am as certain as I 
lian be of any thing, that no such allusion was 
thought of. We have now, however, the confeission 
of an Unitarian^ that " nobody ever doubted the de- 
scent of Jesus from Adam ;" pray then give a hint to 
your party. Sir, not to refer all those expressicms of 
** his coming in the fleshy** being " made man^^ bdng 
^ madejieshj* talang " our nature upon him^* &c. &c. 
to the extreme care of the Apostolic writers, not 
to humour the Gnostics, who " maintained that Christ 
was not a human being J* I quote your friend Mr. Jones's 

* Cfayaosr. Hoxnil. i. in Matt, u Horsley't Sennon on the 
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own words, when he is actually endeavouring to 
account for the ro xdiot, <rifxa.y 6o often mentioned-^ 
This, however, by the way of transient suggestion. 
I could not help noticing it, thus briefly, just to show 
how easy it is to talk both ways, as occasion suits* 
You say it was nonsense to carry up the pedigree of 
Jesus to Adam, because nobody could doubt his humaa 
descent from the Protoplast ; Mr. Jones insists upon 
it, (and no doubt you agree with him,) that the quali- 
fication St. Paul introduces of his being sprung from 
•* the seed of David, according to the Jiesh^** was 
merely intended to meet the doctrines of the Gnostic^ 
who thought him an j£on, or " God,'* and not a 
human being. A bungling way of opposing them 
certainly it would have been, for, while it is open to 
the charge of being a most absurd expletive in the 
Unitarian sense, {fee Horsle/s Tracts^ p. 112. {p. 123. 
id Edit.) it manifestly infers some other condition of 
Being. But to return once more to the point. 

" Nobody,** you say, " could doubt the descent 
of Jesus from Adam ;** and^ therefore, such a genea- 
logy is absurd: but. Sir, many have pretended tQ 
doubt and to dispute the connection so much insisted 
upon by the Apostolic writers, between the ^rst and 
second Adam. Passing by then what has been said 
by others to accoimt for St. Luke's carrying up the 
genealogy so high, (which I have hinted at already) 

. surely there might be good reason for carrying bacK 
the genealogy of the second Adam to ih^ Jirstf if it 
were wly to prove him to be " the seed'* of that 
woman who forfeited the blessings which he came m 
his human nature to restore* I say, ♦* came in Iw 

' human nature ;*' not, I can assure you, to oppqsft. 

any modern Gnostics, but, because 5/. Paul tells 

y$. the second Adam^ ws^ " the Lord from Heaven^** 

I Cor. XV. 47. The conclusion of St. Luke*s gaiea**' 

. > logy^ 
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logy, moreover, so pointedly alluding to the super- 
natural origin and creation of the first Adam, from 
which he might be considered " the Son of God,*' 
and not of Man^ aflfords no small proof, I think, that 
the birth of the second Adam might reasonably be 
expected to be supernatural also. And it would ap« 
pear that even the Targumists had such an appreheil* 
sion ; for on Gen. iii. 22. we have this gloss in the T. 
of Jonathan^ " Et dixit Verbum Adonai sive Domini^ 
Ecce Adam quem creavi, Unigenifus est in mundo^ 
sicut egoUnigenitus sum in Coelis excelsis — '* a remark- 
able passage at the least, but of which I leave you 
to judge as you please ; for this Title of Unigenitus 
is certainly not so liberally given to the^rst Adam 
in holy Scripture; I would have you attend by all 
means. Sir, to the climax observed in the application 
of the title of " Son of God," in holy Scripture, 
Phrophets, Saints, and Holy men are " Sons of God,'* 
in a spiritual and general sense ; the ^rst Adam, 
•* the Son of God," in regard to his miraculous ori- 
gin; but no one, except the second Adam, was the 
** ONLY.BEGOTTEN Son of God;" a title en- 
■ tirely peculiar to Christ. He is a Son, comparatively 
with all others, xola o'^iciv uif/uX&ripay^ as G. Nazian^ 
zen expresses it ; by " a relation," as our learned 
Barrow says, *^ in its kind, singular and incompa- 
rable, from which all others are excluded." I m%ht 
notice also, in this place, the necessity frequently in* 
sisted upon, of the second Adam's being free from all 
hereditsury^ g^lt, which was particularly guarded against 
by the circumstances of his supematiu-al birth; in 
which respect also he was more inunediately, as man, 
.the antitype of the first Adam, when he originally 
came out of the hands of the Creator. But as you. 
Sir, no doubt, do not acknowdge the doctrine of 
original sin^ though you have subscribed the gxk 
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ardde of the Church, ! shall not dwell upon th^ 
tubfect ; except to say, that when you make the 6di 
article a salro for an hypocritical subscription to all 
the others^ (as you do in your advertisement,) you ap- 
pear to n^ to be the last man that should pretend to 
talk of the legerdenuun tricks of other people. See 
Senn« p* 2i« 

You are very anxious it should be clearly showrt, 
that Jesus was of the " seed ofDavidy^ because, thii 

{ou think is a clear proof that he was a man, in the 
Jnitarian sense of the word. Let me ask, then. Sir, 
what do you think of that " Jewish Prophecy,*' which, 
feretells, that the Deliverer and Avenger of fallen man 
diould be of •* the seed of the Woman V* I do not mean 
to dwell upon this ; I would only ask, whether, if 
you insist upon the prophetic terms of " the feed of 
Davidy^ bemg a proof of his being bom of Man, 
(for that is your position) the prophetic terms of the 
*\feed of the Woman/* may not reasonably be adduced 
m corroboration of the belief of his being bom of a 
woman, without the co-operation of man? especially 
when, independently of the two first chapters of St. 
Matthew, (which, yon say, are forgerie^) St. Pistul, 
speaking of Christ, so emphatically tells his G^atiaA 
converts, that, when the fulness of time was Come, 
^ God sent forth his Son made of a iJuoman.^ " Ergo 
terum hominem sed imiropu/* as Beza has it, ** ^tia- 
tenus homo est, factus non ex patris semine sed ex 
KiuHeris substantia.'* I know, indeed, your valuable 
eriticy M)p. Jones, oppofes to us this very passage, but 
with how much judgment and good sense, I willingly* 
leave to every reader to judge. He tells us, truly, 
that had St. Paul had any idea of the miraculous con*' 
o^ticm at the time he wrote ; had he ever meant to' 
infer, that Jesus was conceived without the instruinen- 
tldity ef man, instead of yii^wJ/AH/ov U yv(»<>«Hio i^^ ^'^^'^ 
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have put ymJfxmv I X ^rapSsvS." I could not pass this 
by in my review of his work, to which I again refer 
yoii. 

At p. g. of your discourse. Sir, you positively assert, 
tehat it is utterly and entirely impossible for you to 
know, . that Cod " has never interrupted his system 
of the propagation of the human species, from the 
creation of the first pair to the present hour :'* and you 
mcline to believe, that had God, in his infinite wisdom, 
thought proper to do so in the inftance of Jesus Christ, 
he . would have directed Moses and the Prophets to 
presignify this most extraordinary transaction ; even 
as distinctly as the circumstances of his being brought 
ds a' lamb to the slaughter, and though innocent as 
a lamb, ^^ numbered with the transgressors/* If 
does not much become one of your party, Sir, to be 
talking to us of the clearness znd distinctness of the 
Prophecies you have chosen to sjlude to j they are 
certainly distinct enough, and one would think were 
a proper criterion to determine the sense of the jipos* 
tie to the Hebrews^ but not in this manner. Not to 
dwell upon this, however, at present, you cannot 
but know. Sir, how many (how large a majority^ for 
I rem:ember Mr. Jones acknowledges the •* majority 
of mankind ** to be against him and you, in the Pre- 
fece to his Developement of Facts) think that the 
miraculous birth of the Messiah w^/j foretold; how 
many think it was quite as distinctly foretold as the 
circumstances you mention. They thyik it was twice 
nay thrice foretold, that he was to^be born of a woman. 
without— (I was going ^ to cite your terms, but I 
forbear •—) you, however, assure the Clergy of Eissex,. 
diat not the least intimation of the kind, much les^ 
an express declaration of liis niereh' maternal na- 
tivity, occurs in the writings of ]\Joses, and the^ 
Prophets. • 

U Ideclarcv 
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. I declare, Sur. I should be ashamed to aSiom the 
clergy of Essex so. much as ev^ to refer them to the 
passages that do so notoriously contradict your asser- 
tion. Nor can I conceive it possible, that you can ever 
have even looked into Bishop Pearson upon this sub- 
ject, who would not only tell you, that the Trini« 
tarian Chrisdans have not mistaken the Jewish Prophe- 
cies upon this point, (as you would represent) accord- 
ing to the £urest tests of criddsm ; but that diey have 
the countenance and support of many Jewish Rabbis f 
;as to the &ct of a merely maternal nativity bebg ex^ 
presslv in the view of the prophets. Your conclusion 
thererore. Sir, that jr^^cr account of the matter alone is 
supported by Ae prophecies, rests entirely on your owa 
assertion: and what you^ in the slowness of your heart,, 
dulness of cmnprehensiim, and I must add, probably, 
defect of learning, think yourself bound to reject as an 
interpolated forgery, I trust the clergy of Essex, on 
the authority, as well of Jewish Rabbis as Christian 
Fathers, on the authority of such men as Bishop Pear- 
ion and Bishop Bull, cum multis aliisf will feel bound to 
TP^infrain mviolate, as an indisputable article of Faith.! 

You object totally, and I think in very coarse 
terms, considering how many truly learned and good 
men hare believed, and do believe it, (which I men* 
tion, to excuse the language I am sometimes obliged 
to use myself,) you object, I say, to the miraculous 
conceptiooi, ami, of course, to the annunciation (as. 
it is called) of the blessed Virgin. (Luke, chap, i.) 
" It CQuld not be a real mirackj* you say, " because 
it passed entirely in private ; in the nature of things,, 
ft did not admit of eye-wimesses ; nothing more need 
be added to evince me forgery/' I think. Sir, that 
mftead of a real miracUf you fhould have said a real 
^ian^ for the whole depends on the reality of the 
losions wfa&h Joseph -^id Mary had. Even your 
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impbstor had not such gross ideas as you appear to 
entertain* upon the subject. No fact b described, 
but only announced. This indeed passed in private, 
as you say; but all we are told is, that both Joseph 
and Mary had visions, and what the purport was of 
the angelic salutation. A miracle is wrought to con- 
vince eye-witneffes ; a visicm is vouchsafed for any 
purposes of supernatural instruction. That visions 
happen therefore in private, can be no objection to 
their authenticity ; for so happened all the prophetic 
visions on which you rest so much. Who saw the 
Word of the Lord come to Isaiah, Jeremiah, or Eze- 
kiel ? How do you know they were directed by God 
to disclose the things they uttered ? Only upon their 
rwn authority. But perhaps you will alledge, their 
ip«racity is confirmed by the fulfilment of their pro- 
phecies recorded in Scripture. I think so as well as 
you ; but ^^« have no right to the argument, because, 
if you recollect, you profess to argue from the Old to 
the New Testament, not from the New to the Old. 
You set out with the inspiration of the Jewish Pro- 
phets, and, of course, give previous credit to their 
visions ; you, in «hort, argue like a Jewish^ not like 
a Gentile believer. [See this distinction well explained 
by Bishop Hurd^s Serm. v. p. 152]. But, Sir, if you 
doubt the veracity of Mary and Joseph^ from the 
extreme privacy of the transaftions, why doubt the 
vision of Zacbarias, so immediately connected with 
them in all its circumstances ? This, if it happened 
in private, was yet attended with circumftances of 
coniiderable publicity. For though, indeed, it was 
in the inner part of the synagogue that the angel 
;^peared to Zacharias, yet ^^the whole multitude of 
the people *' was praying juft without ; and, after an 
impatient expectation of his appearance, the inftant 
he caine fortb, it was the people in icaitin^ who dis- 
U 2 covered 
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covared by his looks and manner, that be had seeA 
a vision. What say you. Sir, to this annunciation ? 
Ranember the two visions, (or miracles^ if you pkase, 
for the truth of the latter depends on the former) 
are closely connected, and cannot indeed be separated: 
and mark the character of Zacharias ; he was not 
only a good man, and ^^ righteous before God^^ (Luke 
L 6«), but he was by no means a credulous man ; the 
reverse indeed to a faiJt, v. 20. 

It is odd. Sir, how you Unitarians (as you call 
yourselves) receive or reject the Word of God just 
as you think proper. In Dr. Priestley^s Notes on the 
Bible, now lying on my table, (a posthumous work 
in 4 vols.) I see he gives credit to the annunciation^ 
but rejects the miraculous conception; that is, he 
will believe that an angel appeared, but he will not 
believe what the angel announced. For I think, if 
the angel did appear, nothing can be more manifest 
than that it was a miraculous conception that he 
announced. Dr. P. thinks sq much otherwise, that 
he even cites the 34th verse of the first chapter of 
$t. Luke, to prove that Mary " expressed no surprise 
that the Messiah should be bom in the usual course 
of generation;** that is, (if it is possible to under* 
Stand bis views of the subject,) Mary objecting her 
virginity, and the angel declaring that nothing viras 
impossible with God, meant no more than that though 
she was then a Virgin, yet the Messiah should (in due 
course of time^ for Dr. P. must mean this) spring from 
her loins ; but, as Irenasus says, *^ Quid magnum aut 
^' quod Signum fieret, in eo quod adolescentula con- 
•* cipiais ex Viro peperisset, quod evenit omnibus 
•* quae pariunt muUeribus." — Advers. Haeres. Lib; 
in. xxvii. And if this was really the purp<Mt of 
Mary's expostulation, what become of the following 
passages^? (I write to the learned. Sir, thati, if 1 
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nmy be permitted, through you, at least, to the Cler^ 
cf Essex). What becomes, I say, of the following 

passages, J^ayip^u^ i\ i lu^vi^ ini rZ u^ri^^u, irronno-ty dg 
wpQC'troc^tv dvTio ocyrtXog Kupts, xat woifiiXuQi rrjv yuva»x« 
avm. Ka» OTK EriNflSKEN ATTHN, Ug S htKt roi, 
iio¥ avTfig TOP TT peer OTOKOV X, t. a.? — Matt. 1. 24, 25^ 
Dr. P. does not in this work rejeft, or even dispute 
the two first chapters of Matthew, as you do, Sir ; 
he even refers to the very verses I dte, and even 
adopts notes to the same purport from Mr. Turner 
and Dr. Jebb ; so that these are the reasonings of 
more than one of your party. If you have any doubt 
about the term iy)vu<rxtv^ I refer you to the autho- 
rities cited by Parkhurf^ Leigh in his Critica Sacra^ 
and Beza in loco, or even Dryden's Plutarch^ Life of 
Romulus^ vol. i. 96. 

At p. 1 6. you ccmieto the celebrated prophecy of 
Isaiah, ch. vii. 14, 15, i6. You say, that, to support 
the fidtitious miracle of the conception, a parenthefis 
is introduced by the pretended Matthew, containing 
an appeal to a prophecy of Isaiah, " Behold a Virgin 
fliall conceive,*' &c. These parentheses diftress you 
terribly. You take upon you, however, to tell the 
Clergy of Essex, that it is an evident misapplication 
of a prophecy, which relates to a different event, to 
come to pass in the reign of Ahaz, king of Judah, 
and about three years after the delivery of the pro- 
phecy in the said reign. So much has been written 
upon the subjeft of this prophecy, that Ireally know 
not what to say, that has not been said over and over 
again by much abler men than myself. But I cannot 
help complaining of two very suspicious circumftances 
in your account of the matter j first, that in your cita- 
tion of the passage in Isaiah, you quote it thus j " the 
Lord himself Ihall give, youj* Abaz^ " a sign,** &c. 
Nowj Sir^ it is most particularly otherwise dian you 
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state it. The sign is not represented as given to Ahat^ 
(he had expressly rejeft^ the oflFer of it) it is repre- 
sented as given to *^ the Houfe of David.'* See CoU 
Iyer's Sacred Interpreter, vol. ii. 46. K.idder's Demon- 
stration of the Messiah, and Origen contr. Cels. lib. i. 

JfiXovoTi TO Tw A;^«^ i»fTju£yoif, Tw o()c« £»f TjTa* A^utJ. This 

makes a considerable difference, and has been so in- 
sisted upon by the ablest commentators^ that your 
insertion of Ahaz, in sp marked a manner, has cer-r 
tainly a very suspicious appearance, an4 of a Jyn4 not 
very creditsJble to your caufe. 

You also confidently assure us, that t\chVf in the 
Hebrew, means any yoiu^g woman, with a plain iria- 
nuation that the Prophet did not intend a Virgin, by the 
use of this word in the place referred to. Mr. Jones, 
I remember, has much to say upon the ambiguity of 
the Latin word Virgo also, in his " Devdopement of 
Facts;" but he goes a little farther than you, for he 
declares, that " the Jews always maintained tha,t th^ 
correspondent Hebrew word signified in this place* 
not a virgin, but a young woman.*' As you make a 
common cause with him, Sir, it is fit to object to such 
confident and unfoui^ded afli^rtions. -^ The Jews 
always maintained ! I I h?ive at least. Sir,' LXXII 
Jews to produce against it. For the fanious Septua* 
gint version, undoubtedly has ^ra^fltvoV, which was soi 
written 30Q years before the birth of Christ. Nay, 
what is more suspigious than all, Aquila, Symmachus 
and Theodotion, three apostates frpm Christianity, 
and whose versions, as the learned Brian Walter ex- 
presses it, ex odio Christiana Religionif foEla fuerint^ 
substitute the word yi»n<: ; an4 if you wish to know 
.more of their perversions of Scripture, allow me to 
refer you to the Paris Edition of Irenaus^ Lib. iii^ , 
c. xxiv, or to our own Cave^ vol. L 54, of his Hisr 
tqria Literaria SS. EE. The ancient ifather has mpr^ 

• ' upoi\ 
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upon the subject in his'xxxist and xxxiiid Chap* 
ters of the sanie book, and in the 19th of Book v* 
Mr. Jones's oversight is the more inexcusable, be- 
cause, Sir, as I mentioned before, he expressly objects 
to 5/. PauPs evidence. Gal. iv. 4^ in ottr favour, be- 
cause he did not write yiwiiutf^^ i% votf^gyH* ' I say 
nothmg about the difficulties attending the application 
of this prophecy to Hezekiah. They have been so 
amply discussed by Commentators of the greatest 
name, that whoever will be at the trouble of con- 
sulting them may easily find enough to satisfy their, 
doubts i nor do I pretend to dispute the application 
of the prophecy, in a subordinate sense, to the in#* 
vading kings of Assyria and Israel. 

Your next passage. Sir, in which you exult in 
^ having gained a complete triumph over an impostor^ 
assuming the name of Matthew,** can only excite my 
smiles; accompanied with this one remark— that the 
Spaniards claimed the victory after the battle of Tra^ 
falgar ! ! But, Sir, you say, this most impudfent im- 
postor " has dared to invent a prophecy," p. i8* Is 
it any invention of a prophecy, to quote the very 
words of the prophet? for Hosea was a Jewish Pro-' 
phet at all events; a matter, I think^ of some conse- 
quence, though you seem not to regard it. At the 
beginning of your Sermon, however, you refer to 
Revelations, xix. 10, and making it, as you say, a 
convertible proposition, (in which you agree wWi 
Bishop Hurd) you determine its meaning to be, that. 
^* the Spirit of Prophecy is the testimony of Jesus!* 
Now, without running into the extravagancies that 
some do, who pretend to find Elusions to our Saviour 
in almost every word of the Bible ; it ha& been almost 
generally admitted, thaf our Saviour is so much the 
great object and end of all the Jewish Prophecies, t|iat 
u% never is so entirely out of aght, but that many^* 
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passages^ relating apparently only to th^ ocavrrepjze^ 
of the Jewish state, may yet have a farther allusion 
to the Person, Office, and ^Enistry of the JVIeasiah* 
If you do not admit this, Sir, I cannot help it ; I have 
wise and learned men enough on my side to insist 
i^pon it, if I chose it. Noyir, Sir, in quoting the pas- 
sage from Hosea, the author certainly says, " it was 
spoken of the Lord by the Prophet i" but he doe? 
Tiot say it was primarily or exclusively spoken of him : 
he does not deny its bemg spoken also of the Exodus 
of Israel, as you insist. According to a y&i^ com- 
I^on mode of interpretation, it might be spbfeen of 
both. Not a mode of interpetration adopted oy Chris- 
tians to explsdn their own books, but by Jews them^ 
selves, in the interpretation of their ovfii Prqphfets, as 
is well shown by Dr. Whitby in loco^ Grotius, Ueinsius^ 
&c. and our own Wells and Doddrid^ey consider it 
as a mere allusion. At all_events, it is certainly 
no invention of " du yourself tea^h u$ 

how to invent a j o. of your Discourse, 

where you tell i x, what the Prophets 

should have said "i ease they had been 

commissioned to culous conception. 

You remind us, p. 19. " Fas est et ab hoste doceri^^ 
and are willing accordingly to adopt Julian -s remark 
on Deut. xviiL 15. but a more idlie iremark, I will 
venture to say, could hardly have been made. Surely 
any human being bom, or " made of a womsm, * 
must be reckoned a man^ and so far " of our brethren!^ 
What doe$ the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
think of die matter ? " Forasmuch then as the child- 
ren are partakers of flesh and blood, he also hiraiself 
took part of thjB same.-* (Heb. ii. 14.) or what does 
o.ur Saviour himself say ? " That which is bom of 
the flesh is flesh.** (John^ iii. 6.) As to your imperial 
authority i so strongly citefl> to retort your maxim upon 

you* 
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joiXf let me remind you, that Julian bears teeymoBy 
to St. Jo Ws assertion, that Jesus " mw G^.'* (See 
jortin*^ Tracts, vol. i. p. 402 j and Edwards*^ Pre^ 
servative against Sociniamfm, part iiL 32. ; — and re-. 
member also, that if John wrote against the Gaosdcs,; 
as you all pretend, he must have m^iMQit e$oi in the 
highest^ sense, or he would have agreed with them »• 
stead of contradifiting them j) — " Fas ^st et ab hoete- 
doceri V* You see, Sir, the miraculous conception is 
not the only difficulty you have to get over, the ho^e 
Julian himself being judge. 

And now. Sir, you cpfiie to the common, cant 
of your party about the origin of the Triokariaa 
Creed. " Plafmismus, Platonimus, (inqw^nt ^tmrneiy 
primum sinceram Apostohrum trtiditiqnem vitiavk/* 
You think the doctrine of the Trinity , m Unity «i« 
tirely owing to the corrupjd^jps of the Platonv: PhU 
Ipsophers at A^^^candria, who, from th^^Polytfaa^ 
propensities, and offence at ib^ cross of Christ, and 
having acquired a habit of Apotheosis, converted thw 
master Christ into a God, smd tumod thdbr esteem 
for him into Divine worship* He^y, Sir, so nmch. 
has been written upon this subject, that it seema 
almo^ ridiculous to attempt to convince you, or to 
xpalLe any impressions upon you in the compass. of 
such a reply as this j and your elegant Apostrophe I 
** Fie I Fiei on all such old wives fa^/(f/,*Wp. 21. 
rmders it absurd even to ^efer you to such writers, 
as have with great pains and infinite learning discussed 
this pcrint ; while in regard to the Clergy of Essex, 
and even the public in general, I canned for a moment 
feel afraid of their bemg led a^d^y by such empty 
declamationi, and such vain assertions as you introduce 
int;o this part of ypup di^QUDse* I fbaU, however, 
just attempt to follow you as far as you go. The 
Jpiat^nic I^ad^ Sir, may serai to agree in pomt of 
numbers; but when rightly understood^ cannot^ I think, 
. '. 7 by 
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by any reasonable man be thought fit to be brought 
into compariscm with the Church doctrine of the 
Tiinity. But to wave this for the present, and to 
attend merely to your account of matters. Let us 
foppoee then, Sir, that among the early proselytes to 
Chmtianity, there were many Platonic Philosophers; 
«id then let us examine how far it is likely, as you 
pretend, that the Christian Trinity was a mere cor« 
jpuplion introduced by them. You say they were 
^ inclined to Polythdsm ; habitually fond of Apo* 
theosis, and offended at the idea of a crucified Re^ 
deemer/' They had moreover the doctrine among • 
diem of three, (not persons remember,) hnt Principles^ 
tut attributes^ as you account them, r afaOov, i yoZq 
i^tid ri irycufbtf, p. 28. It would have been undoybtedly 
more correct to have said to )y, or, r iMoi^ vxc and 
^^*f but this wodld not so well have served your 
purpo^. But, Sir, these things being as you state 
them, (to which, however, I do. not assent,) can it 
with any shadow x)f rfsason be said, that they were 
Ae authors of the Christian Trinity ? Did they intro- 
duce. Sir, into the canon of Scripture, any one of 
those terms which you pretend they endeavoured to 
identify vntii their own philosophical principles? For- 
Ithisj Sir, is your portion ; you do not, I think, pre- 
tend to say we Platoinsts first introduced three prin- 
c^les, ot three persons into the system of &ith, but 
tlial a parcel of ^^Gregories Thaumaturgi or wonder-* 
taorkerSf'* only endeavoured to establish an identity^ 
(diese are your words) of the Father, the Son and 
uie Holy Ghost, wkh r* iyoAiy^ i vouc, smd to wvjp.» ' 
of Plato. Did they not find then. Sir, in Scripture, 
three names associated, in the form of Christian Bap- 
tism appointed by our Lord himself? And one of 

« See tbem go eaumerated hj Cudwoctiu loteUt Sytt* 
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these evidendy the name or Title of a Person, nay, 
l^ own most appropriate designation ? Did they not 
find these three names continually associated in the 
benedictions and doxologies of the Apostolic writers ? 
Did they not find in Scripture, that Christ had de* 
dared, tiiat He and His Father were One ? That 
all things that the Father had were His ? That they 
ought to honour the Son even as they honoured the 
Father ? Where, Sir, was the difficulty of Platonic 
Trinitarians, if there were any such persons, which 
is extremdy doubtful, (see Dr. MorgarCs Treatise m 
the Trinity of Plato, &c.) becoming Christian Trini^ 
tarians? Or, becoming so, where could be the won^ 
der, if there was even the resemblance you admits if 
they were still foimd to Platonize ? Where could the 
wonder be, I say, upon your own prindples, that 
Platonic Proselytes fhould fall into some errors upon 
thi$ head ; should improperly and unadvisedly blend 
thdr philosophy with Christianity, just as the Jewish 
Converts acted with regard to the Mosaic Institutions ? 
Can it, however, be said, with any show of reason, 
that there was nothing like a Trinity in Unity to ba 
discovered in the Sacred Writings till the Platonic 
Philosophers incorporated their dogmata with the ere- 
xlenda of Christianity ? After all. Sir, ndther you nor 
/ are Platonic Philosophers. Not you certainly ; aa 
to myself, perhaps, you will not believe me if I say 
it, for Justin Martyr has been treated by your party 
upon this occasion, as if he was not to be believed ' 
on his oath. How solemnly, how repeatedly, •' Quo^ 
ties, quim apertA, quAm ardenti zelo atque efiPectu,'* 
as Bishop Bull says, does he renounce his Platonism,: 
and refer solely to the Holy Scrqjtures ! I ntust vaegp 

Jrou, Sir, in the words of the good Kshop, •* Le^ 
ege incomparabilem ipsius Dialogum cum Tryphone 
Judaeo !*' You will find much there, to correct your 
Aotaons about Hatanism, as well ;a8 in the learned 
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JKiliop^s Prim, ei ApastoHc. TrcuBt. de Jesu Christi 
DiviuUate^ <b. v. I fiear. Sir, I am recommending 
Aese things in vain ; but, indeed, these at^orides 
arc^ in my mind, far above any you refa- to in 
your Discourse, and I hope they are so in the esdma- 
tion of diose you had the honour of addressing at 
die Visitation. 

But to return. — As I said before^ Sir, nather erf" 
m are Platonic Philosophers ; neither of us were bred 
in the school of Alexandria^ that terrible source^ as 
you think, of all the folfies and corruptions, ^< mon* 
strous figments,*' and ** incredible errors,'* that have 
obscured the original system of " pure, plain, and 
primkive Christiafiity.'' The Scriptures themselves. 
Sir, are open to us ^ SfiARCH Them ! and remember. 
Sir, that it is not the Trinitarians only, who blunder 
about these matters ; nor yet Pagan Polytheists in the 
haUt of Apotheosis* Fattstus Socinusy Sir, neithar 
Pagan, Platonist, nor Trinitariany found many things 
in the Scriptures which y$u cannot find there ; nay. 
Sir, he even &mnd hinoself con^Ued, by the ei^P 

raons there u^ concemhg our Saviour, to con« 
on him, (what shall I <iail it? You call ours a 
Christian Deification, I must have leave dien to call 
Sodnus's) an Unitarian Apotheosis ; acknowledging 
hkn to be clearly and indiq>utably a God by Creation 
and Appointment^ a ^ Deus Verus,** a fit object of 
prayer and Worship ! ! Nor is Socinus, Sir, the onfy 
An^-Trinkarian, Anti«-Platonist and Anti-P&gan, who 
has found diese diings in Scripture. Suffer me to 
te£er yoi^ Sir, to the notes to my viith Bampton 
Lecture published last year; you will there find 
that mof^ who have been, with great ostentation^ 
accounted of your party, and of course Anti-Trim- 
tiorians, notwitiiistanding all their endeavours and 
oger desire to do away Christ's proper Divmityf 
bave xifevtfthdesa (several of^ tbeoi even iadbe course 
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of die last Century^ tke boasted Age cfRestm} 86 
read the Scripturesas onlyto fall imo a wofS6 dUitatlm^ 
that of making him a subordinate and ^idna Go^ nc 
the hazard of the grossest idohitxy* 

But a truce, Sir, to Platonism for the p iesett t ^ 
since ym qiut it for a short time in your Discourn^ 
in order to return to the detection and exposure of 
the pretended Matthew, as you call hkn. Very euri* 
ous, indeed^ is your next remark, because profene 
history cc»:roborates what is said in general of the 
merdleis disposition of Herod, you 'mA betieve it; 
but because profane history does not mendon the 
daughter of the BethlaEoite Infants, you will not be^ 
liere it. So now, Sir, not " Jew^i Prophecy/* 
according to your first princ^le, but Frc^uie {fiertoijr 
is to be the criterion of furious and gaiuine Chris- 
tian Scripture! Take cafe. Sir, lett ev^i this cri- 
terion should be against you ; remember JuHati^t 
acknowledgment, that St. John plakily ascribed Di^ 
vinity to Jesus Christ; consid^er PA'n/s Testimony t& 
the Belief and Practice of the primitive Chr»tiiaisk 
*^ Carmen Christo, quari Deo, dicere soUtDa'' Re- 
member the oath in Lucian^ h U r/Hca^ xoh i^ ho^ 
r^U ! ! And though Profsme Hfetory may not supply 
you with the very hot of the slaughter of the Beth^ 
lemite Infants, Pro&ne Hktory will at least carry you 
so hi^ as to render it an act not unsukable t& the 
" merciless dispositions, " of those days ; for Smtmui 
would tell you, that nearly at that very time, evea 
tte Senate of Rome, to evade a Sybilline Frophecft 
actually passed a decree for the exposure, that is 
destruction^ of all the children bom in one year j 
** ne quis iUo anno genitus educaretur,^ Itre the 
very tains used. But you have smother decisive 
proof of the actual msehood c^ this vthA6ni 
namely, thsft the author has grossly mmpplied a 

prophecy 
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prophecy in Jerenuab^ which relates to a totally S&^ 
Ipttsit event. Never^ surely, were such stupid, 
Imgliiig impostors I ! Tou, however, have found 
0u^ it seems, what was the real purport of tiie 
passage in Jeremiah. It is, you say, <* a beautiful 
qpedes of frot$popma or personification of Rachel^ a 
laother of two trS)es of hrael^ Joseph dnd Benjamin^ 
mtroduced as weeping inconsolably for her chSdren ; 
these two tribes, because they were not in their own 
land, but carried into captivity/' Indeed, Sir, this 
is a notable discovery ; only, I think, every body 
knew, it b^re. You add, it is of little conse* 
i}iieiice whia oiptivity of the Jews was particularly 
merred to ; and so I think too, Sir : for it is not 
^d>out the Captivity that there is the smallest ques^ 
lion : for if it was, as you say, only a beautiful 
JProsopapma adopted by the Prophet, in reference to 
ffome eyoit pasi^ present^ or to come^ why might not 
St. Matthew (or your impostor) adopt the same? 
JSiliany of your learned auditcH^ no doubt could have 
pointed out to you, that the expression in this place, 
js not, Xv» vXtiptvt^ but rirt IvXnfi^n^ not this was 
done that it miglit be fulfilled, but as Dr. Whitby 
observes, and reSoders it, ^^ then that happened which 
gave a more full completion to those words dF 
leremy/* And to show that the same idea of a 
pr(ifoppp(Bia struck the learned commentator, take the 
following excellent remarks upon it from the same 
ph^e. — " Here was a greater occasion to Rachel 
to weep for her children than before, which the 
Providaice of God foreseeing, his Spirit might have 
a reference to it in these words. For first, Rachel 
Ibeing dead so long before the captivity, she niay as 
well bg introduced weeping here, as there. Secondiy» 
the slaughter; of the Bethlemtes might well be ftyled 
the slaughter of her children^ she bSng buried there^ 

(Gen. 
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(Gen* XXXV. 19), smd the BetbJemites heaog da^ 
scended from her husband and her own sisler. 
^Thirdly, the slaughter of the innocents being not 
restrained to Bethlehem, but extended to alt tie 
coasts round about j and Ramah^ being in the tribe of 
Benjamin^ *which sprang from RacbeU and not from 
Bethlehem^ the voice of her weeping may well be said 
to be heard in Rama.** Even Crellius would have 
taught you better how to understand both this re- 
ference to Jeremiah 9 and that to Hosea^ treated of be- 
fore. See his Annotations on the Second Chapter of 
St. Matthew. 

You next proceed to die detection, as you csdl 
it, of the last of these forgeries. ** The pretended 
Matthew/' you say, ** relates, that Joseph, in Im 
return from Egypt, with the young child and his 
mother, came and dwelled in a city called Nazaredi^ 
that it might be fulfilled, whi<;h was spoken by t|)^ 
Prophets, he shall be called a Nazarene :** ax^ yoi4 
defy any person to find in all the Prophets, fropt 
Isasah to Malachi, a single prediction answering 
thereto. Truly this must have been bungling beyon4 
all that had gone before. The impostor mufl haife 
gone quite out of his way, merely to betray himsd£ 
A reference to a prophecy that never had beea 
known to exist, must have he&ti madness in a per- 
son who meant to pass a cheat , upon the world* 
.Gould not the forger examine the Jewish Prophecies 
at the time he wrote, as well as the Rector of Cold 
Norton, 1800 years after the es^lishmem of 
^Christianity ; and, if he could not examine themy 
^^oujd he have ventured to refer to them ? So far 
from the apparent want of a correspondent predic* 
tion, (for perhs^ it is yet in the original, diough 
!we cannot justly discover it) but so far from m^ 
want of a correspondent prediction bejuig any proof 

of 
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of a ferg^rjr ia this eas^ it Is rather a proc^^ I cofw 
£wy to m^ that no forgery uras mteiided. I douM 
nkx yom to many commentators upon this point 
(for it id a difficulty not one of them has overiooked, 
tfaongb from your discourse any body would thmk 
k hfluA struck nobody but you and your friend 
Mr. Jones} ; 1 dhall, however, simply transcribe the 
ftote of Dr. Priestley^ in the work I have already 
mentioned. — f/(f fe an Expositor yott cannot weU 
desisdeir 

ffe shaU be ceiled a Nazarene.^ ** This does hot 
refer to any particular passage in any of the Prophet^ 
but 16 thf general idea that is given of the Messiah 
m all ikt Prc^hets, who speak of him as a man tvho 
riiould be katedf revikdj fersectded^ and afflicted ; and 
the Hdbrcw word, from which Nazareth is derived, 
fignifi^ tibi^ a9 weU ais to be sepenrated^ or seques^ 
tered from oAef nien. And the town of Nazareth 
itself was both in name and in reality a despised 
place % see Dr. Hunt's Sermon on this subject. 
Some have thought that tfie Evangeltst (mmd. Sir, 
fM the impostor) rrferred to the Messiah being called 
•|yi a branch ; but the word Nazarene is not derived . 
from Ais, but from "PtJ, as mentioned above.** 
Priestley's Notes on the Books of Scripture^ 1804, 
vol: ifi. p. 33. After all, feishop Kidder might have 
reminded you that it is only said, it was spoken by 
die Ptophets ; kv&not said, it was written by them — 
and I would wish again to refer you to CrelHus, 
whose note upon the passage is very curious, and who 
lays^ a stress upon its being put Aa irpe^tirwr/ in the 
pluid, which certamly gives the passage a larger Com- 
paq in another i^y» 

You say, p. 2?6, that ** the narrative of the 
supernatural birth of Jetos here inserted, and in the 
first Chapter of^tlfe Oosi^ hySt. Luke, is xtcft to be 

found 
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fmid In aiiy other part of thtf New TesHment* I 
isuppose you mean, ^, is act alluded to j otherwia^ 
it i$ a strange remark^ tiiat viim k thrice neeardj^ 
in so diort a history as duaC of our Sai^ur^ 8hoi44 
not be repeated^ e^edaliy when It i^ a jciaoiim eise^ 
tiiat some of the Gospek fter^ "wiitten, not s» re« 
peat what had appeared in die ^former pnot, but to 
supply their oinissbns. Dr» Prkttley hid ve^t^p^ 
tor assert, that thoie is no vefi^reBcefto the wraieiriiwi* 
conception, eiAer in the Boc^ of Act$ ^ a»y ^pf K^ 
Epistks; but, JSir, he was tooa AHmsr^f^. (jStK 
Marslefs Sermm m the ImmrAatim^ pMthfid wiit 
bis Tracts). 

At last, you come to the conjfctuii^ b<^e %4'^A 
by others, that this '^ ^ttang^ accom^ -' i^ j^ 
would represent it, \yas extractied n^om ;t^o ^mril^uR 
Gospete, the one ©idtfed, ^* TAr Gotpei 4/ ^ fy^ 
fancy of Jisusy'' and the other, ^ Ii>e Gfsp^t ^ l/s0 
BiHh 6f U^!' Now, Sir, Ithibk it;wwiU[ te«* 
been mpre reasonable to conjecture, iifaat ^ in|ii|iti*F 
fous bkth of Christ was the very oc^a^dfi ^ tht 
Ibrgery of these two Gospds, for why wint^ ^f ibt 
hifancj of a Carpenter^ s Son^ or why of vdie4)k!lfc .^ 
jM^)f, and n^t of Joscp/br his^itimate apd oifly ik^qir^ 
as ;^o« consider him? You. think it surpristtig ^4)i4 
our Saviour, bodi before and after his resurreQtipny 
should omit to ^ak of his own mtrdy^tnaterilial Uirllt 
if ^ the I^rophets had delivered asty prediction iff rdif 
kind. But is it not^ Sir, scHnetMrig almost as^snr?* 
^ri^^, if his birdi was not nuraeurous ats de^crib^i 
ihat of his t^Q humaii pasrents, ody ins moriher semni 
to have bei^ a particular cd^iect of his care and ^oH'^ 
e^n ? Why do we hear so little of Joseph, and 6l> 
much of Mary^P Why «doe8 he evenmskiustte^ that 
both Jos^b and Mary diould ha:ve .Mnidw]^ he wift 
in hh Satk^'s house, or about bis FatbH-^fhi^smsi 
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when he was discour^g in the Temple of God? Ya\X' 
object to his being a fit example tons, if cmly bom 
of a woman ; and vou, in language of your own, ob- 
serve that he coula only have been an example to 
«< undefinable Virgin-sprang creatures Hke himself/* 
Mr. Jones is under the same alarm about the Resur- 
rection^ in his '* Analysis of the Ejustle to the 
Romans,'' being disposed to give weight to the ob- 
jections of die Gnostics, who Uiought that his resur- 
rection could be no pledge of cur resurrection, if 
he was M/y a divine^ immortal being. I venture to 
insert the word anly^ because otherwise the objection 
is perfect nonsense as Mr. Jones might have seen ; 
for let him adc any Trinitarian, whether he denies 
diat Christ was <' made man^*^ or that he. was << made 
flesh, and dwelt among us, as a human being ?" As 
to your dfficulty, it is not worth disputing ^abottt ; 
for while you confider him to have been mere man, 
allow him as such to be a proper example, (and we 
who believe him to have been bom of a virgin, do 
not see the difficulty you have discovered) he will 
remain an example to each of us, which is sufBaent 
for the peace of the world. I am sorry. Sir, to have 
to remind you, that your language in this place is bar- 
barously low and vulgar. 

At p. 27, you return to the subject of the Trinity 
Tou tell us, you have been the more particular m 
exposing this forged miracle oi the conception, be- 
cause it was the origin, of the Arian first, and, 
through that, of ** xkat most senseless doctrine ^ 
human invention, the Athanasian Trinity in Unity J 
That it presents an obstacle to the conver^onof the 
Jews. All the respectable Jews with whom you 
have conversed having maintained that in their pre* 
dieted M^ah, they expect a man of the seed of 
David, in the only mie sense o( the expression." 
' . • . I have 
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i, hare already i^cteayotired to remind you, Sir^ th^ 
the expectations of the Jews can be no criterion. 
What, Sir>, if they were still to expect a mighty 
temporal Prince^ as you yourself acknowledge, vhi» 
the case, with thdr forefathers? " a triumphant King 
and Deliverer, who should advance Jerusalem to the 
highest pitch of worldly power, affluence and gran- 
deur ; instead of a ^>iritual Saviour from their more 
dangerpus enemies, Sin and Death P*^ {Serm. p. 19,) 
How should we ever persuade them that Christ was 
thdr Mes^ah? That some strong prejudices still 
hang about them» is plain, from the state of things. 
Why are they any longer unbelievers, if they are 
able to see as clearly as yourself, (which you ^em 
to suppose them to be) that their prophecies have 
been punctually fulfilled in the man ^us? Justin 
^artyr objected something of this kind to Trypho. 
'* If we could not demonstrate . the divini^ .o( 
Christ,'* .says he, " yet as mere man^ you JeWs 
should receive him as the Messiah^ according to 
your own interpretations of the prophecies/* Bishop 
Kidder also, speaking of the Jews, says, " If they 
know the divinity of Christ to be 1^ Scripture doc- 
trine, it can be no obstacle to their acknowledgment 
of the Messiah/* They must still have some ex- 
pectations incompatible with your opinions, else why 
do they not come in ? You yourself have published, 
I see, " A Call to the Jews ;** have many obeyed 
the call ?— Dr. Priestley, you know, did the saito^ 
but with very ill success. What have been the ob« 
stacles in the way of your experiments? Beware how 
you trust the Jews, Sir, however refpectable^ The 
learned Brian Walton had such low ideas of their 
knowledge of the Scriptures, that he compares the 
Kbl^ I remember, in their handsj to a looking*^ 
glass in the hands of blind persons, ^' in quo aM 

X 2, multd 
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hmka vidtot^ ipa nimS' Tha? A^ mxf lmo# 
wdl. enough what tKey do expect, I cannot quesfSoil 
6t dispufe ; but that none of them kiK>w ynhaa diey 
might to expect, I am pei^e^ assured : and diat 
jfw do not know this, I am confident firom yotur dis*- 
course. Remember, Sfr, your ^eat criterion de- 
scribes the Messiah as ** tf man of Sarroivsj^ and 
yet you acknowledge, very properly; that Ae doc- 
trme of ** Christ crttcified** has been &e fetal' stum- 
bl&g-bioc^ of the unbefieving Jews; What have 
ym done, Sr, to remove this stumblmg-block ! Thi* 
mUuid^oy dE r«uf ?, the igndnuny of the cross ? Truly;. 
! think. Sir, instead of removing it, you and yout 
party have done z& you can to aggravate it. 'f he 
}ew$, in derisbn, we are told,, were accustomeii 
i6 call Chritt ^7J1, « the man that wot hdn^J^ 
And are ybti likely, Sfr, to do avray tMs teproad). 
fcy teHnig them J (contrary to the authority of 
hotb Peter ahd Paul) Aat it was n(^ the « Lord 
b{ Glory,** (rCor. ii. 8); nor *« The Frince c^ 
life,**' (Acts, ill. 15.) ^hbm Adr ajiceftors cruci- 
fied, but, indcedj ^ m^^nim/-- nothing more^ttxti 
the ** ofiipring of Joseph aAd his wife Mary ? ** 
(Serm. p. 31.) 

Is this the method, ffir, that St. Paul took to 
Convert the Jews of hfe &y? IHd he lower his 
toile, and condescend to thtir prejucBces, when he 
*' Meafched Christ cruci/kdf '' No, Sir ; he boldly 
amd confid^tly told thett^ that whatever their carnal 
expectations might be; amidi^t aH the dishonours of 
flie cross; dhrist cruci^ed, (though to the Jewfe a 
stumblmg-block, and to the Greeks fboKiiiihess,)^ 
^*^ xio less than " the powter of <Jod; and the wfedoni 
of God!!** 

; Instead of ^oihg away the ighcmiiriy of the^cross rtt 
4e eyes of the Jiews, you confirm it. Sir, iit no small 

degree.' 
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4effee. Hie last prayer of our Lord, vhea I^ 
kow^d fais he^ on the c^toes, was, ^' Fajiier^ forgive 
jibem, for they inow not what they do P* St* Vktsf 
;alao, you know, brings it forws^4 as an excuse for 
;the persecutors of tl^ blessed Jesus, *< And ik)\^, 
t>rethr^ I wot that through ignorance ye did it*' But 
you. Sir, contradict all this, wh^n you would hav^ 
the Jews belieye that the Christ, whom you wish them 
to acknpwledge, was not the Son of God, ,but merely 
^dbeSon c^M^; in domg which, you establish and 
iCcmfirm th^ only plai^sible charge mey had to brmg 
^igpin$thigi» For Isiippose, Sir, you are not ignorant, 
ithat the cjc^pie they accused him of was blasfhmyi which 
jt>lasi^my, to t^e their qym words, ccNOsistedi in 
id^t, « bdiig matu he made tonseV God}'* (John, 
X. 33.) J^ by calling God bis own Father, ^o^f^ 
i^Acv, JQ their estiQiation, (prny, 6ir,,miii4 this) s^- 
auming an equality wtbGid. I^ow, Sat, ^ you not 
in fact tell them, that inst^d of acting igmranffyf aofi 
ma bnqmng fp&kat ib^ wer^ 4k^» their forefathers 
Mew very well vhat they were abp^t j for tfctt, ac- 
cording tpy»^r notions also, for Jesus of N^i«;^eth tf} 
jk^ujpfie an eqfiefifty ^tkCoJ, or m^e bimeffGoeft 
jnust have h^ blasphemy^ he being mere man, as his 
emrmes amc^ the Jews concmed of hinu Thus, 
Sir, you teU the Jews plainlyf that He whom yop 
t^iah $he(a 4;q acknowledge for their Messiah, though 
raififed hom the dead by th^ power of Qod, was yet, 
while he livedo ju^y acccw^^ by their ancestors an 
impostor and blisphemer, and tha*efore legally put to 
death. I am sorry, Sir, to say this of you, becau^ 
i firmly believe, you cannot possibly mtend it j but you 
musit i^cuae.mi^ if I help you to the conclu^on that 
natundly .flows from your own premises. I could 
f^^p Sir, m proof of this, to ,Bwhop /fcnf<f/s Tracts, 

X 3 and 



Digitized by 



Google 



3 lb Letter to the Reverend Francis Stone. 

and Bishop Burgtss's^ excellent Sermon^ entitled. 
»* The Divinity of Christ proved from his own decla^ 
rations, attest^ and interpreted by his living vdtnesses, 
the Jews,'* l)oth of which are lying on my table ; but 
lest you should suspect me of being prejudiced in 
favour of such authority, I shall trouble you with an 
extract from the work of a Gahimst^ khown to me 
only by the good sawe and strong reasoning with 
which he treats the very subject we are upon. 

" 'With respect to the Jewsfi says he, ^^ they know 
very well that those who believe in the Petty of Christy 
profess to believe in the unity of God ; and if they 
will not admit this to be consistent, they must depait 
from what is plamty implied in th^ lai^uage of their 
ancestors, tf the Jews* ia the time of Christ had 
thought it imposoble, or, which is the $ame things 
inconssteast with the Unity of God, that God the 
Father ^ould have a Son equal to himself, how came 
they to attach the idea of equality to that of Sondhip ? 
Jesus asserted, that God was his oum Father, which 
ihsj undieirstbdd as making himself ^^rtfti/ wkb God; 
imOf therefore^' sought* to kill him as a bla^h^ner. 
Had the Jews affixed those ideas to Sonship, wlmA 
are entertained by our oppcHients ; namely, ait imply- 
ing nothing more than simple huniani^, why Sd 
they accuse Jesus of Hasp^^my for assummg it ? Tbey. 
did not deny that to be God^s own Son^ was tabe equal 
ifitiii the tiaither ; nor did they alledge that such an 
eauality wbiild destrby the divine Unity; thoughts 
6t this Kind seem never to have occurred to their minds. 
The idea to which tfiey objected wais, that Jesus of 
Nazareth was the Son of God \ and hence, it is pro- 
bable, the profession or this great article was consi- 
dered, in the Apostolic age, as the criterion of Chri^ 
tianity, (^Aeis^ vifi. 37.) Were this surticW admitted by 
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the modem Jews, they must reascm differently from: 
dieir ancestors, \£ they scrupled to admit that Christ 
is equal with the Father. 

« The Jews were greatly offended at otir Lord's 
words ; and his not expbinii^ them so as to remove 
die stumbling-Wock out of dieir way, may serve to 
teach us how we ought to proceed in removmg stum- 
blmg-blocks out of tlh^e way of their posterity. Per tbir 
cause they sought to kill himj because he bad said that 
God was his Father, MAKING HIMSELF EQUAL 
WITH GOD. — Jesus said, I and n^ Father are me. 
Then took they up stones to ^tone him. Wh^ he told 
iSxexaoi many good works that he bad shown them; dsvi 
asked, for which tf those works do ye stone me? they 
replied, fir a good work we stone thee not, but for blas-^ 
phemy, and because thou, BEING A MAN, MAKEST 
THYSELF (GOD. Vtoax hence it is ©srident, that 
whetfaar Jesus Christ be truly God or not; they un-« 
derstopd him as ass^tme that so he was ; tl^ is^ 
they understood his claimmg the relation of Gocfs ^w9t 
Son, and, declaring that He and bis Father were one^ 
implied so much. This was thdr stumbling-block? 
Nor does it appear, that Jesus did any thing towards' 
removing it out of their way. It is certain he did not 
so remove it, as to a£brd them the least satisfaction ; 
for diey continued to think him guilty of the same 
blasphemy to the last, and for that adjudged him 
Worthy of deadi. If Jesus never thought of being equal 
with God, {[the continual assertion of your party. Sir,} 
it is a pity diere should have been such a misunder- 
standing between them : a misunderstanding that prbved^ 
the occasion of their putting him to death. 

^^ Such an hypothesis, to be sure, may answer 
cme end ; it may give us a more favourable idea of 
the conduct of die Jews, than we have been wont to 
entertain. If it doels not entirely jmtify their procedure^ 
it greatly extenuates it. * They erred it seems, in 
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misciking his meaning, put hipn %q de^ a$ a bl^is- 
nbtmer. But &^ h i9i|^ be pleat}^ ofi d^ 
baittt^ that Jesus jmiw 9Ug^4s^ that diey were is^ 
anearrcHr inthitjmttei; that inste^yd of inlbrxnk^ them 
that Ae aaiM of iSm rfChd^ implied npthing oKure 
^taa simple faunmniry, h» ^msiat cm U> s^y, aii^wg 
oAer thmg% ^^that aU mm sb^4d bamur the Son^ 
emiu Mi tiey bomut Si F^b^i^ mS^ i^^^U^ad of 4i$- 
milling with abhorreact the id^ p£m^^b)g h^nji^ 
(Sm^ lus aaelxied ta juadiy it, by ^ffuuig fcofn the 
len to the m^ajt&c \ nom ihe ilMge of i&p^dung t^ the 
thing itKl^ Johm V. i8« x* 54-^ 36. Now ithc^ 
things conaidaFed^ dumld 9H ioipartia} ^ury sit in 
Jadgtnent upon di^ conduct, cn^ would fhmk they 
(ouldnot, withSte{dmn» bring |tiQfjf«r4^r^ to nui^p 
dia mcwt of k, it could be aothli^ woise than man^ 
alaugbter^ All this may tend to coBcil|¥^€ the Jew9» 
as It tands ^q roll aivay the t^pt^si^ ijm^ m tha 
fttaem dF Chnsdaas, lias ^pm th^ ancestors, for 
crucifying the ^i[<af^^2/'Gfc but wfe^h^rkwaj 
hare any influfiiHie on th^ convaroioq, h ai^thw 
auestion. It is possible, that ki proportion as it qour 
Wtms their ^ood qiinkm of their i&>refather^ it p^y 
confirm their ill 0})iniQia of Jesu^ (pi livings by hi* 
cbscure and ambiguotui language, g^m occanoo kxi 
toch ^ misundars^nding between th^m. Could th# 
lews b^t onpe t>« bix>v^ to fedi t^ te^Q^ 
which, k is predioted in their oynk pi^hei^ thegf 
findi feel ; oould they but hob on bim wbmfb^ k9^ 
pierced^ andnmtm for bim. oi one mommj^bfir his only 
&», and Ar m Ut^fma for bm 0$ qm ik&i i^ ^^ 
pktirnejis ftr Ms Jbna btrn ;, X should be VIP^ 
00 apprehwsbos §ot tiiek ac^owledi^ hli 
proper l^brimtyv or amhradng fahn lis th^ ^pm 
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atonement, to tbe £3itotim of whose blood they woul4 
joyfully renair, that they might be cleansed from thdr 
sin and tneir uncleanness.*' Fuller's Calvimstic an4 
Sociniau System, examined and compared, Lett. iiL 

This is a long extract. Sir ; but I really could nsA 
prerail on myself to abridge it. A few words marci 
and I shall dismiss this psgt of our subject. You tel} 
}j^ th^ the modern Jews expect a mere man for thdr 
predicted Mqssis^ j but this is telling us very little 
indeed. Have you asked them, Sir, whether they 
expect him when he comes, to be *^ wounded for 
ihkr transgressions, an4 bruised for their iniquities i*^ 
Have you asked them. Sir, in what manner they 
expect him to take upon him *^ the chastisement of 
their peace j whether they expect him to shed hi^ 
Uood on^ Cross, asa ransom for their sins, as a vica^ 
fious atmemnt, pr merely to die that he may rise agai])L 
to c^vince their dull minds, that it is not ^< a Amg 
impossible ^r God to raise the dead?'*— Have you 
ask^d th^]i]\, Sir, whether they are well read in the 
writiags of their remote ancest<)rs? Whether tbfpr 
form their expectations from what they find in thevr 
aantienjt Xargnms^ or the writings of their later Ratdins? 
Thes^ are inquiries which it would be fit to mak^ 
befpiie yoij r^y too strongly on the expectations of 
}^;ifvur cU^swt^^Q^ among the modem Jews : Espee* 
fta^y ^jto t^ itferpr^t^tictfi of your great criterion 
their o^^n Prophecies } for it is a case plainly asce»- 
taJT?t»hte, thcut their old H^^bbins lu^derstood many 
JE^^^eia^ of the MessijA, which theff later teacher? 
imj.r N^f Sir^ . yery parttcuUurly S^me of thosjp 
Brtioh ^ou 'iM f^ ^^4nnt. tp be a^ all ^lucahle. P^« 
baps, Sir, it .may b,e a thing vimi»owpi tp you^ but & 
J^.nej|«8«ikrf§sa e^<:)eqdi^ that there wei^ 

^iMy)&J Jjrif^kariaM not ^i^Iy befcprie Chris^ but befoie 
Flptq IWi f1» mSS^ 4^,m^(3f^ |>er«pn, the 
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LogoSf to come as the Messiah (see Allix's Judgment 
rftbe antient Jewish Church ;) in short, Su", though I 
should only wish tp refer to the New Testament for 
catis&ction in this point, (for if the Trinity were notv 
to be found there^ we would have done with the doc- 
trine,) yet, undoubtedly from many correspondent 
circumstances in the history of the world, it seems 
scarcdy possible to deny that it was in some form or 
ether, from the first beginning of things, Oi oir«p«#oroc 
e«oXoy»«, as Produs terms it, a theology of divine tra- 
dition or revelation. Which brings me to say, that, 
I tronfess. Sir, I cannot quite understand the account 

?u feem to give of the origin and progress of the 
rinitarian doctrine. To read what you say at p. 27, 
of your cBscourse, any one would suppose that Arius 
was, in your esdmatioh, thejlrst inventor of the Chris^ 
tian Trinity, and that the miraculous conception wad 
die sole foundation of his opink>ns : and yet, when 
you go on to explain how Plato's Triad of principles 
came to be identified with the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, in this you expressly say, p. 30, " originated 
what is usually called the Arian Trinity*^ 

The only way to reconcile you to yourself. Sir, 
is to suppose, that in your view of matters, the 
Arian Trinity had two foundations ; first, the mint- 
colons conception, and secondly the Platomc I%ilo- 
€ophy. I shall bestow some remarks upon each. And 
fint. Sir, in regard to the miraculous conception. 
How the rraiov^ of this, as related in thofe psurts of 
Scripture which you pronounce to be forgeries, would 
affect either the Arian or Atbanasian Tniiities, I am 
ixrhollyat a I<^ to conceive. Would there not re- 
main. Sir, Ae Gospel of St. Jobn^ the Epistle to the 
Hebrews^ the firm of Baptism^ the Benedictions and 
Doxohgiesf I have already mentioned; would there 
not remain all those declarations of our Lord, and 

his 
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his Apostles, tending to show that he was in eyasik- 
fence with the Father " before all worlds ;'* his " mly 
^tten San^'' the « brightness of his Glory, ^' the «^^- 
fress image of his person^^ the ^^ first begotten brfore 
all Creatures,*^ wpmorox^i 7ra<nff xrCa-wi ? Would there 
not remain every passage and expression, so continu- 
ally the subject of discussion between the very parties 
you allude to, and which were never cited, that I 
Know of, by dither, in proof merely of the miracu- 
lous concej^tion, but to decide the unfortunate dif- 
ferences subsisting between them as to the nature 
of that Buper^meefic Being, whose pr&^adstence, in- 
carnation, and mvinity (after some mode or omer) 
they were both prepared to acknowledge, as a standing 
doctrine of Christianity ? In truth. Sir, I see not how 
die miraculous conception can be any otherwise the 
ibundati<m of the Christian Trinity, ether as adopted 
by the Arians or Athanasiansj than as it was the very 
fact, which, had it not been recorded, innumerable 
oAer passages of Scripture would have clearly im- 
plied* I should really be ashamed of suspecting 
you. Sir, to intend any such thing as that Arius wals 
the founder of the Trinitarian doctrine ; but through 
some confusion of ideas, it certainly appears to be so 
represented, p, 27. ; and, that the Athanasian Tri- 
nity was absolutely only a corruption (in your opinion) 
of the former ! But Anus's celebrity being entirely 
owing to his heterodoxy ^ is itself proof strong enough, 
that 'the pre-existence and Divinity of our ble^ed 
Lord, * was the faith of the Church of Alexandria, 
before Aritu was heard of; and that the Athanasian 
Trinity, so far from rising out of the Arian, was ill 
all respects the p^ior doctrine : a doctrine, Sir, which 
you know, (or might know) «;^ always insist upon 
k, we can carry up through the Anti-Nicene Fathers 
to the Apostolic age. You may call it what you 

please, 
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please, stnce yeu cboose to call names; b^t if- It 
appear to vou no better than an *^ byper-metap^hy^^l 
figment^*' it may be well to tell you. Sir, how it ^lame 
to assume anv such appearance; ^^^ch I will 4o ia 
the words or Dr. Waterland in his Treatise ag^iii^t 
Dr. Clarke's scheme. *^ I cannot but take notice,'* 
says the Doctor, << of your charging us frequjeotly 19 
an invidious manner, with the use we make of me^ 
physical terms ; I know no reason you i^ve £»r it, 
except it be to a^dpate the charge, 9s beii^ cpn^ 
«cious to yourselves how notoriously you ofiQn4 i|i 
.this kind. Any man that is acquaii^d mtb the lii^ 
iory of /fri^mum, knows that its ffmn strength lay m 
logical and metaphysical subtleties. The Faith pf tbfi 
Qiurch was at first, and^might b^ edll, a plain, ^isy, 
^simple thing; did not its adv^rsaHe^ ei^eaiirour Ip 
p^pkx and puzzle it with philosoj^al niceties, V9^ 
minute inquiries into the modus cf what they cann^ 
^comprehend. The first Christian^ ^ly b^yedthat 
Father^ SoJh ^nd Holy Ghost^ in whose name their 
were baptized^ and whom they tt^^rj^i^^, W9^e efualiy 
divine ; without troubling than^ves about the man* 
"ner of it, or the reccmciUng it with the beKrf 19 oo^ 
God. J^ men g^ierally believe that God Jbri-^nom 
every thing, and that man, notwithataxuling, is a/r^ 
agcTttf (scarce one perhaps in a thousand concerning 
hunself how to reconcile these two positions, of be^ 
at all apprehensive of any difficulty m it,) so, prc^ably* 
these plain honest Christians believed ev^ peison to 
be God, and vet but one God; and troi^led not 
their beads \inth any mce speculations about the modus 
of it. This seeis^s to have beai the artless simplicity 
<>f the primidve Ch^stians, till pryii^ and pret^d^ 
jng m^m came to start difficuldes, 2^ rai^ ^cruj^, 
and make disturbances ; and then it was necc^^uy iP 
guard th^ f^itl^ of the Church ^gai^st si^lh cairil^ and 
,impertinencies as began to threaten it. philosophy 
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mi irietaphjtsics* were called in to itB assislsQiQe ; but 
not till heretics had shewn the way, and maxk it kL 
a mann^ necessary for the Catholic to titicdutlter 
them with tbar own weapons^ Some new telntis ail4 
^iHiemlar exj^idatiOBS came in by liiis means; thsrt 
such 2s had a mind to corrupt or destt-oy the £akh 
might be defeated in their purposes. It was need^ 
hsf to say that generation was wtbot^ dkfhionj xAM% 
jidbody suspe&ed er though of atiy dmsim in 1^ 
case : but after heretics bad invidiously represented 
the Catholics as as^rtmg a dhision, k was high tkne 
for tbe Catholics to resent th^ injury, and 4mf ti» 
ciial*ga. There was vto occasion for the ^ntrnticmng 
of tdu^e Hjfp(fj^s9Ss till siach as PraMos^ N^etus^ afid 
SiAeUiuxj had pretended to make one ffypoetoiis^ aH 
article of Faith ; drawing many Tery noviel and dan^- 
^bus consequences from their prime ^oditibn. Tb» 
iff,f>i(rto¥ itself might have been spared, at lesM: out ^ 
the creeds had not a fi^udulent abuse of good wMdt 
brbugfat matters to diat pasfii, that ite CathoKc i^oih 
tras in danger of being lost e^ea itkler Catfacdic hHiM 

This is truly. Sir, a correct statement of the easi^ 
As professors of the AtlH»)a»an Trinity, (thoi%h k^ 
Ased tbat has had to pass through a very unfertu^ati^ 
metaphysical controversy,) we still profess to adhet^e 
to di^ plain doctrine dF primHwe Christianity ; and M 
the decid(m of Sci^tiare aloae would we #ish t^ 
teave Ae question, ^d not our opponent for ievelr 
tedt to puzzle the qtiestion with t&dt diarges of 1^ 
to^bln. Gnosticism, and absur<S^r You »re t^ 
Ittx^l m such ut^unded reproached Sh^, app^ently 
t»kho«it much k^[oxi^tedg:e of the subject you take 
in kand^ I h^e, lipdn another octamon, expressed 
my 96ntim^its iuUy upon tiii^ head, 4>ut in a work 
by 
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by nq means generally knotvut so dutt I will beg to 
be allowed to repeat it here. 

*' As to the Christian Trinity being a copy of the 
Oriental, or a modification of the Platonic Trimty, 
the groimds on which we prc^ess to believe it, render 
all such doubts and suspicions nugatory. The records 
from which we deduce it, are in our hands. What- 
ever the Socinians may pretend, even if the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers in general had not professed any belief in the 
Trinity, neither their omission of the dodrine, nor 
yet Justin Martyr's adoption of it, would determine 
our £adth. If any of the Fathers have overlooked it, 
or any of them platonized in their expressions of it, 
this is really ^othing to us. We say it is still in 
the Scriptures. We say it k imdoubtedly deducible 
from the terms and expressions there used, by fair 
and impartial criticism. The testunony of OUR 
SAVIOUR is paramount to every other. To pre- 
tend that HE borrowed the doctnne, is absurd ; be- 
cause there are some who deny that it ever was his 
doctrine ; and as to those who beUeve otherwise, if it 
were possible to prove him capable of borrowing such 
a doctrine, so far from being God, he could not have 
been a«Prophet of God, but a pagan and impostor ; 
and thus we should be brought back to the first 
evidences and credentials of Christianity, which tend 
to show, tha,t in the nature of things, it was impossible 
he could be either. To pretend that it is a corruption of 
Christianity, is also nothing to the purpose ; and Dr. 
Priestley might have spared himself the pains, both of 
questioning the orthodoxy of the Anti-Nicene Fathars, 
and of exposmg the many inadequate explanations^ oJF 
the Trinity tljat he has raked together ; for while we 
have reason to think we have the very words of 
Christ to judge from, we can be respon^le onlyfoflf 
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cmr own criddsms, our $wn interpretations^ and 
our own ofinicmsJ* ^-^-"^ Bampton Lectures, 1805, 

P*443- 

I should leave this matter here but for one palpable 
mistake, which strikes me, and which seems fetal aft 
once to the credibility of your statement. Disputes 
there have been, very lately indeed, concerning the 
eternity of the Platonic Logos, as you may see in 
Bishop Horsley's xiiith Letter to Dr. Priestley ; but. 
Sir, in your rq)resentation of the Platonic Triad, you 
at once admit the eternity of the second principle yifc, 
s»d in so doing evidently prove against yoiu'self, that it 
could not be the model of the Arian Trinity. The 
learned and indefatigable Cudworth has insisted upon 
this in his great work, and has plainly shown against 
Petavius, that the Arian Trinity, so far from being 
derived^ as you represent it, is itself an evidence th^ 
Arius was no Platonist. There is nothing that he 
affirms with greater confidence than that ** tiie antient 
Platonic Trinity was Anti-Arian, or else the Arian 
Trinity, Anti-Platonic.'*— See his Intellec. System^ 
p. 621.— See also the Introduction to Wise on Atheism, 
p. 95. Nay, he even shows, that they differed more 
thsui the Arians and the orthodox ; for the Platpnists 
went so far as to call their n5c, or second Hypostasis 
aur^TTATca^, and aJroyo^o;, as that which was self-begoi* 
ten; he introduces also a curious passage from So' 
crates, the historian, which will serve to show how 
hastily you have referred the Arian Trinity to the 
Platonic Philosophy. Speaking of two Presbyters, 
Georgius and Ttmotheus, who* had joined the Arian 
&cdon, " idviAclcon h (aq\ €va<r*,'* " It seems to me 
wonderful," says he, " how those two persons should 
persist in the Arian persuasion ; one or them having 
always Pkto i^ his hands, and the other continually 
breathing Origen. Since Plato no where afErmeth his 
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first JUid second cause, (as he Was Wont to call di^a) 
to haTe had any beginning of their existence ; a^ 
Origen every where confesseth the Son to be co^ 
ttemal with the Father/^ Thus, Sr, of the two 
foundations you have assigned to the Arisui Trkuty^ 
the one appears to be in no manner essential to ^ 
md the other plainly contrary to it; and die 
Athanasian Trinity, which you pretend arofe out 
of it, must evidently have b€^ prior to it, as being 
that from which Ariu^ dissented, though he began 
the diipute. 

You next, Sir, come to the doctraie of Atonement^ 
which you dismiss in very few words, heapmg upon 
it, however, in that small eompass, many a t^ttei^ 
contumely. Not one, indeed, of the smallest im^^ 
portance ; because, so far from being original^ they 
nave been a thousand times objefted to us, and a 
diousand times answered. They are certaiAly not 
nma ineptia^ as Zanchius wodd say, but much rather, 
vetm x(«/(Aeti centies repetita. StHl, Sir, all xokte^pite^ 
sentadons should be repdted and exposed as sooa 
as they appear, diat ^* no man^ birt: especially a 
minister of Christ's Gospel, shaH have power td 
*• deceive with vain words. ^ -^ Yon stiy, Sk, tfie 
doctrine of atonement " represents God as an in- 
exorable Almighty Tyrant, dooming his sinfrd crea* 
tures to everlasting destiruction, unless Christ had 
stood in the gap, and appeased the tmrdenting fury 
of his divine indignation, by a generous, merciful 
offer to die in their stead.** Now, Sir, from be* 
ginning to end, this is a gtoss mistake or misrej^re- 
sentation ; and indeed, as applied to the doctrine of 
the Church, contracficts itself. For if God decreed 
«* from the foundation of the worid,*' .(as we profess 
xo believe ) any method of salvation and redemp- 
tion, he cannot be, consistently with such notions, 

(I dread 
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(I dread to repeat the words) an inexorable Tyrant. 
It is the maxito of the Church, as it was St. John's 
doctrine, that " God sent his son to be the Ixd^fAov, 
or propitiation for our sins, *' let us severally attach 
to that term what significatitm we please. It is the 
Doctrine of the Church of England, that it was 
provided for us by " the Love of God." — " So 
God LOVED the world, that he gav^e his only-be- 
gotten Son, &c/'— " In truth,'* says a very sensi- 
ble writer, " the doctrine of atonement, under what- 
ever view we consider it, is so far froni debasing, 
that it powerfully confirms and establishes the pla- 
cability of the Deity. It represents not God as a re- 
sentful Being, but as full of mercy and compassion. 
Not vindictively demanding satisfaction, but as gra- 
ciously appointing a propitiation. — Not withholding 
mercy from the truly penitent, but even anticipating 
man's repentance; and whfsn we were enemies to 
him, freely providing the means of reconciliation, 
and sending his Son to die for our sins." Veysie's 
Bampton Lectures^ Serm. i. p. 22, 23. You recom- 
mend. Sir, some studies to us m your Sermon 5 suffer 
me to recommend to you the work now cited ; and 
above all Profeffor Magee*s incomparable Sermons 
and Notes upon the subject of Atonement. But I 
have another contradiction to point out to you, in the 
passage above. You say, we represent God as an 
inexorable Tyrant, and yet you call the offer of 
Christ to die in our stead, " generous and merci- 
ful." Now, Sir, we say, Christ was God ; and this 
is the only answer we need give ; for when you 
talk. Sir, in the next paragraph, of " the^ Father of 
Mercies" being " deprived of his amiable atttribut^ 
and Christ described as the merciful Being j" of 
** God being represented as rigorous, hard-hearted 
Creditor, and Christ as the compassionate interceding 
Y Paymaster }" 
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Pavmaster ;'* you beg the question as to the great 
point in dispute between us, and are contending against 
a phantom of your own imagination* 

Why atonement by the blood of Christ was neces- 
sary, or how it operated towards our redemption, (as 
to the modus of it) I presume not, Sir, to tell you ; 
it is with the fact cMily that we have any thing to do. 
Was the blood of Christian atonement according to 
Scripture^ or not ? This is the enquiry. We say it 
was, and enquire no farther. Tou say it was not, 
because you have numy a priori reasons to alledge 
against it. It is just so with the Trinity. We say 
it is indisputably the doctrine of Scripture^ and sub. 
mit our reason to the Word of God ; you say it 
certainly is not to be foimd in Scripture, because 
you could not imderstand it if it were. That ftrong 
and very convincing reasons may be discovered for 
the atonement by the blood of Cnrist, I am far from 
meaning to deny ; but none of our reasons for it 
or against it can impugn the fact ^ if duly recorded 
in Scripture. 

Punishment, you say, always implies anteced^it 
guilt ; the innocent, dierefore, however he may 
st0erj can never be said to be punished for the 
guilty. But if the .innocent suflfer what would 
otherwise fall on the guilty, such suflFerings must 
be considered in the light of a punishment. We 
all agree, that Christ was iimpcent, yet, says 5/. 
Paul, "he was made a curse for us." However, 
you will find in the books I have referred you 
to, this point junply considered, and most learn- 
edly discussed ; nor shall I go further into this 
subject at present, than your Discourse exactly 
leads me. " Moreover," you say, " justice, whether 
human or divine, can never be satisjiedy but by the 
punishment of the offender ; and the culprit capitally 
3 convicted. 
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Convicted, is still dead in law, though reprieved and 
pardoned by the mercy of the lawgiver/' Who is it 
now, I must ask, that makes God inexorable ? You 
say, God freely forgives, upon repentance alone, and 
yet Divine Justice can never be satisfied without the 
punishment of the offender ; and you illustrate this re- 
mark, by observing, that the culprit, capitally con- 
victed, is still dead in law, though reprieved and 
pardoned by the mercy of the Lawgiver. I can only. 
Sir, understand you then to mean, that God's free 
grace will leave us as guilty as ever in his sight, and 
that we must be for ever and ever, in the next world, 
as well as in this, dead in trespasses and sins, vile and 
wretched in the sight of God ; and, if God be jtut, 
obnoxious to punishment, notwithstanding all that 
Christ or any other Being, nay. Sir, God himself, 
in his infinite mercy, can do for us. I thank you, 
Sir, for this argument in favour of the doctrine of 
atonement, for I think a stronger could scarcely be ad- 
vanced ; and indeed it is a good remark, that an ano- 
nymous writer makes upon this subject, namely, that 
** atonement is necessary as including a compensation 
for the permission of sin. A good God could not 
consistently permit sin, without some expression of 
his hatred of it ; and therefore the very need of 
atonement, as well as the nature of the Christian 
atonement, prove that God must have had some 
extraordinary end in suffering sin to enter the world, 
which could not have been obtained without it, or 
he never would have endured it.'* Here, Sir, are 
two great difficulties solved at once, the evident ex- 
istence of evil proving the necessity of atonement, 
and the appointment of an atonement vindicating and 
compensating God's permission of evil. 

AJid now. Sir, we are drawing to a conclusion. — 

At p. 35, you recapitulate the conquests you have 

achieved ! You have " fully exposed," you say, and 

Y 2 evinced 
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evinced the absurdity of the miraculous conception and 
supernatural birth of Jesus ; the Arian and Athana* 
sian Trinities ; and that disgusting impossibility of the 
satisfaction of Divine Justice^ by the vicarious punish^ 
ment of Christ J* And " I glory y^ you add, " in ex>- 
posing them to contempt and ridicule before this respec* 
table audience of my brethren, and of the represen- 
tatives of our respective parishes, because they ope- 
rate as insurmoimtable obstacles to the conversion of 
Jews and Infidels." I hope. Sir, there were no Jews 
or Infidels present, for your own sake : for though. 
Sir, their ridicule might have fallen on your respec- 
table audience, who, I trust in God, sincerely believe 
all that you have so wantonly, so insolently, and yet 
so weakly derided, their contempt must have fallen on 
yourself, for presuming to exercise the office of a 
minister in a church, so corrupt and idolatrous, > as 
you represent the Church of England to be. Nay, 
Sir, had Dr. Priestley but been alive, and present, 
he would have told you the same thing ; for in his 
Discourses, I remember, he represents all ** Unita- 
rians, who continue in the Church of England,*' as 
engaged in " countenancing a mode of worship, which, 
if they were questioned about it, they could not deny 
to be, according to their own principles, idolatrous 
and blasphemous/' — D/xr^arj^j on various Subjects^ 
p. 96. — Indeed, Sir, I tremble for the consequences 
of such prevarication. 

But, at p. 37, you find another occasion for glory 
in a prior event of your life, " upwards of thirty years 
agoT (Such, Sir,, thai at least .seems to be the date 
of your objections to the worfhip you have been ever 
since countenancing and assisting in ! !) You glory in 
having <* associated,*' (at least you look back to it 
with " heartfelt satisfaction'') " with some of your 
brethren in addressing the House of Commons, in 
favour of substituting subscription to the Scriptures^ 

as 
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as the sole rule of the faith, preaching, and practice 
of Christian Ministers ; in lieu of any human for- 
mula of faith, or any human system of divinity what- 
ever/* Now, Sir, I cannot conceive why you Ihould 
ever have petitioned for such a change, if your own 
practice be right. Surely, Sir, if the Vlth Article 
of the Church can indemnify you (as you pretend, 
and even propose to prove *^ for a breach and con- 
tempt of the other XXX'N^I ; any Jew, Turk, in- 
fidel, or heretic, might as safely and as reasonably 
minister in the Church of England, as yourself ; arid 
if they be not encouraged to do so, by the assurances 
you give them, nay even will not, in any manner, 
join us in our forms of worship, notwithistanding 
your own " Calls ** to them, what can we infer ftom 
it. Sir, but that honour and conscience prevent them ? 
And that Jews, Turks, infidels, and heretics, know 
how to be more consistent than yourself. 

I am sorry. Sir, that your endeavours to throw 
** contempt and ridicule** on the fisuth I profess, have 
compelled me, to seem to treat you in the same manner ; 
but I beg, Sir, you will have the goodness to distin- 
guish between my contempt of your arguments, and 
my respefl: for your person. Ridicule is no test of 
truth, and, when improvoked, certainly no sign of 
good manners. At all events, I esteem it worse than 
rudeness, to make sport of any man's religion : and 
therefore I again beg you will believe, that all which 

* [Mr. Stone <Md afterwards carry his intention into execution 
in a Letter to the Bishop of London. As it is the lot of man to 
be liable to error, I hope I may say without offence, that his 
letter wrought no conviction in my mind, that his conduct wag 
correct ; ,and J should always be beyond measure surprised, that 
it could ever appear so to himself or others but for the reason 

f've? 9bove. J shall beg leave to refer to Burn's Ecclesiastical 
aw under the article Benejice^ where Lord Cole's opinion js 
cited ; and to a paper in The Orthodox Churchman's Magazine 
for May 1807, ^'^ Mr* Stone's Sermon, signed CIericus.2 

Y 3 appears 
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gsppeam to be of that nature in this Address, is in- 
tended against what I account fatuity in your conduct, 
style, and argument ; not vindictively eidier against 
your person or your principles. It is true, indeed, 
we unfortunately seem to differ as much in our moral 
as our religious feelings. Not quite a month before 
you preached your Visitation Sermon against the esta* 
blished faith, I was, in discharge of the same office, 
defending it, and most conscientiously endeavouring* 
to repel the objections of your party, before my 
brethren of these parts ; but though I was opposing 
confessed adversaries, and adversaries who had cer- 
tainly given abundant provocation, I felt it due to the 
great respectability of My audience, and particvdarly of 
his Grace the Archbishop of Canterbury^ who was 
present, to abstain from all such rudenesses ; nor. Sir, 
do I believe there was an individual who heard me, 
from the highest to the lowest, who would have 
countenanced so great an indecorum^ as that of treating 
with " contempt and ridicule^* what others hold to 
be sacred. 

As one of that great number, whose belief and 
profession you have chosen publicly to treat with 
scorn, I could not help feeling anxious to declare, as 
publicly as you have declared your sentiments, that 
your " glorying ** has put me to no shame ! 

I praise God, I still feel " ready to give an answer 
to every man who asketh me a reason of the hope 
that is in me ;'* but^ " wth meekness and fear ;** for, 
** God forbid, that any of us should glory^ save in 
THE CROSS OF JESUS CHRIST OUR LORD.'^ 

I am, Sir, 

Your obedient humble Servant, 

EDWARD NARES* 

Rictoru BidJenden^ KenU 
January 1807. 
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PisBffiMS^ ii. 6, 7> 8. 9^ strangely perverted by the Unitarians, 

p. 206, ao7, ao8, 209. 
Pialm ex. I. — our Saviour's reference to it considered^ p. 77, 78, 
I Peter/m. 19, —*a proof the antecedent interposition of Christ, 

p.»32. 
Pr§im of St. John's Gospel according to the Unitarians^ con' 

sidered^ p. 97 — 1 1 6. 
n«^MX]rr«( — its import considered^ p* 151 — 153« 
/^r^i(oM/— Christ's^ grossly misunderstood and misrepresented 

by the Editors, p. 167 — 173. 



R. 

X^gj/ler of the birth of Jesus in the public records of the Empire, 

as noticed by Jufiin Martyr, Tertullim, and CbrysostoMf 

extremely probable, p. 14, 15, 25. 
Ranfim — the proper force of the term evaded and explained 

away by the comments of the Editors, p. 136, &c. &c. ; 

perfe^y applicable in its proper meaning to the death of 

Christ, p. 137, 138, 140, 345, 244. 

RonumSfttk 25, 26. — considered at length p. 154 — 165 ; the au- 
thor's sense of the passage approved and adopted by Dr, 
Magee in the 3d edition of his work on atonement, p. 163, 

RomatUf ix. 5. — considered at length, p. 1 8 1— - 1 9 1 ^—Archbishop 
Newcome's paraphrase decidedly against the Editors, p. 
1 84, note. 



s. 

Sbarpf (Mr. Granville) — his canon, p. 51, 52, 60 ; his death 

noticed, p. 60, note j his canon no new rule, p. 234 — 

138. 
Son^bip of the Messiah, not in the way of adoption, as the Editors 

would insinuate, p. 59 ; contrary bc^ to Newcome and 

Griesbach, ibid. note. 

Son of God — the title applied emphatically and singularly to our 
Saviour, p. 66. 

Son 
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Son of Man — - emphatically predicated •£ our SaTiour, p. $o. 
Simon Magus -^y^^ pretentions strongly in favour of the dodrinc 
of Christ's Divinity, p. 72, note. 

Souverain (M.) — his Platonum unveiled — remarks on Psalm 

ex. I. correfted, p. 78, note, 
Stephen ^^his address to Christ, A6ls, vii. 59. admitted by the 

Editors to have been a prayer to Chnst, p. 194. 
Xmrvif — a term of singular importance in Scripture language, 

p, ^19 ; so indifferently applied to Father and Son, as to 

go far to prove an identity of Nature^ p. 222. 
Scape'goat — its analogy to the vicarious sufferings of our Saviour 

ably pointed out by Dr.Magee^ p. 147, note. 

T. 

Tttusy ii, 13. — how read by the Editors in defiance of Mr. Sharp's 

rule on remarks^ p. 60, 61, 62. 
2 ThessalomanSf i. 12. — how read by the Editors, p. 63. 
I Tmotbyf V. 2 1 . — not rightly rendered by the Editors, p. 63, 64. 
Terms applied by the sacred writers in the N. T. to the person of 

Christ, consistent with Jewish opinions and traditions, 

p. 76. 

Technical phraseology ^^rtmzxkA on the expression as used by the 
Unitarians, p. 135. 

Thomas- — his reply to our Saviour, John, xx. 28., a proper con- 
fession of faith, p. 1 80, 181. 

®ioIu« — a word of stronger import than SnoV, expressive of the 
very essence or nature of God in the estimation of the 
learned, p. 21 6. 

I Timothy f iv. 10. — compared with many other texts in proof of 
our Lord's behig not only the Zvrti^ or Saviour of Man^ 
but the 0fO( Zft/r, or Living God, p. 219 — 224. 

7i/ti/, ii. 13. — Dr. Twells's curieus remarks on the passage, 
P»^37 ; entirely corroborative of Mr. Sharp's rtdci p. 238. 

Umtarians «— admit that if the doArines of Christ's pre-existence 
and superior nature be true, the Scriptures contain expres- 
sions that may fairly be held to countenance such opinions, 
p. 20, note. — Their criticism systematically evasive p. 40 ; 
and trifling, p. 8o. 

Various 
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V. 

Various readings ^^^oHisif^ lost to the Trinitarian caitte by tlicT 
present unmenie number of them^p, 258^ S59. 



w. 

jyVA (Dr. Edward) —hit correaions of the Greek text of Reve- 
I lation^ i. in conformity with that of the Improved Version, 

though upwards of 90 years old, p. 257, 258. 



FINIS. 
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